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Sociological studies of society-environment interactions are based on a premise
that population well-being is dependent on the environment. Here, I argue that not only
are people innately connected to the environment, but the environment also bonds people
to one another. That is, people have a mutual obligation to one another to care for the
environment. An often ignored factor is that individual participation toward protecting
and improving the quality of the environment rests upon the local social and spatial
context in which the individual is situated. The ability of individuals in a local
environment to come together to identify issues, develop common interests, and act
collectively toward the local environment can be understood from a social capital
perspective. Social capital represents social resources such as trust, information sources,
and social norms embedded in social networks that promote common environmental
values and facilitate proenvironmental actions.
The main objective of this study was to examine the extent to which social capital
differentially influences environmentalism, net of demographic and economic

characteristics, across rural and urban populations and across geographic regions. Data
for this study came from the 2000 General Social Survey (GSS) Environment II Module
conducted in conjunction with the 2000 International Social Survey Program. The dataset
was used to operationalize dependent and independent variables and test the research
hypotheses

regarding

differential

effects

of

social

and

spatial

context

on

environmentalism using a national cross-sectional sample. For the dependent variable, I
conceptualized three dimensions of environmentalism: environmental attitudes,
environmental concern, and environmental behavior. The study included three sets of
independent variables: social capital, sociodemographic, and spatial context.
The multivariate analysis included two parts. The first examined the relationship
between environmentalism and social capital, net of sociodemographic and spatial
characteristics. The second part of the analysis examined the extent to which the social
capital parameters, net of other factors, changed in urban and rural contexts.
The most relevant finding of the study was that the influence of social capital on
various aspects of environmentalism is inconsistent. In general, results confirm social
capital is an important correlate of environmentalism.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Overview
Sociological studies of society-environment interactions take two general
approaches. One approach focuses attention on societal patterns of human interaction
with the environment, such as the effects of increasing population size and density,
natural resource extraction, expanding scale of production, and growing consumption
on environmental quality. The other approach examines individual and societal
environmental values. Both approaches are based on a belief that population wellbeing is dependent on the environment. Here, I argue that not only are people innately
connected to the environment but the environment also bonds people to one another.
This idea was perhaps best expressed by Wendell Berry (1981:281) who believed that
“In losing stewardship we lose fellowship; we become outcasts from the great
neighborhood of creation.” Berry’s point was that people have a mutual obligation to
one another to care for the environment. This commitment is realized to the extent
that environmental quality is valued in a particular locale and residents of that locality
possess the capacity to act collectively in support of their values.
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Environmental quality is broadly understood as achieving and maintaining
ecological balance with respect to (1) availability of natural resources to sustain
human life, (2) approaches to dealing with pollution, (3) adapting the natural and built
environments to attain a suitable human habitat, and (4) protecting life on the planet
for posterity. The topic of environmental quality regularly emerges in the debate on
population well-being and public policy in the United States. In recent years this
debate has been fueled by grassroots environmental movements that attempt to align
public policy (e.g., top-down command and control regulations) with individual
environmental responsibility. An often ignored factor is that individual participation
toward protecting and improving the quality of the environment rests upon the local
social and spatial context in which the individual is situated. The success of
grassroots civic environmentalism depends on the ability of individuals in a local
environment to come together and act collectively toward the common interest in
preserving, protecting, and maintaining local environmental quality. Collective
actions emerge as a result of people’s social networks and communication channels or
what is commonly referred to as social capital. Social capital, like other forms of
capital, is a resource. Trust, reciprocity, information, and cooperation embedded in
social networks create value, or social capital, that is imbued with shared norms,
values, and behaviors that bind people and communities together and make civic
behavior and cooperative action possible.
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Statement of the Problem
Social capital is important to environmental quality because strategies to
protect the environment are most effective when local populations share common
environmental values and act upon them. On their own, top-down government
regulations have not produced needed environmental protection and reforms. More
collaborative approaches to watershed management, for example, are relying on
governmental and nongovernmental partnerships that are built from the bottom up.
The growth of grassroots civic environmentalism shifts attention to the potential for
local collective action and place-based policies to address environmental quality. The
ability of individuals to come together to identify issues, develop common interests,
and engage in collective action hinges on the social and spatial context in which
individuals are situated.
It is critical to understand how social context, delineated by social capital,
affects the ability of local populations to come together to act to improve the quality
of the environment. Capacity for collective action is conditioned by the spatial
context in which individuals are located. Typically, spatial context is conceptualized
in terms of rural-urban differences. In urban settings, ecological and socioeconomic
conditions favor the emergence and development of social capital. In contrast,
sparsely populated areas and areas with poor socioeconomic conditions undermine
the emergence and development of social capital.
Spatial context may also be conceived in terms of regional variation. Strong
environmentalism in the West and low environmental values in the South suggest
3

social structural differences that are linked to political histories and traditional
urbanization patterns.
Current literature clearly shows there is a link between social capital and the
ability of people to engage in locally-oriented environmental actions. It is, however,
less clear whether the influence of social capital on environmentalism is different
between rural and urban populations and between regions. This is the focus of the
present study.

Conceptual Framework
The objective of this study is to examine how social capital differentially
influences environmental attitudes, concern, and behavior (i.e. environmentalism)
across rural and urban populations and across regions of the U. S. Conceptually, the
study draws upon current theoretical models for understanding environmentalism.
The study specifically examines Dunlap and Catton’s (1979) New Ecological
Paradigm, Inglehart’s (1990) postmaterialist worldview thesis, and other socialpsychological constructs of environmental attitudes based on values, along with
environmental behavior theories that posit the link between environmental attitudes
and behavior is moderated by social context. The goal of the present study is to
highlight the importance of social context in examining factors that influence
environmentalism.
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For the purpose of this study, environmentalism is broadly defined as
environmental attitudes, concern, and behavior. Environmental attitudes are framed in
terms of an ecological worldview based on the New Ecological Paradigm (NEP).
Environmental concern is based on willingness-to-pay indicators. Environmental
behavior is defined as non-activist pro-environmental activities in the public sphere.
The present study highlights social context using Coleman’s (1988) social
capital framework. Social capital is fundamentally a resource which resides within
individuals and is embedded in social relations. People develop social networks
through social interaction. The quality of social networks is typically gauged in terms
of trust, social norms, and information exchange. As such, social capital is built
within a local context.
A conventional framework to study spatial context is the rural-urban
continuum (RUC) which differentiates rural and urban settings along three
dimensions: ecological, occupational, and sociocultural. The ecological dimension
measures the distribution of people in a geographic space (i.e., population size and
density). Rural areas have smaller and less concentrated populations, while urban
areas have larger and more concentrated populations. The occupational dimension
represents employment patterns and occupational structure. Rural economies are
more dependent on low-paying services, manufacturing, and extractive industries
than urban economies. Finally, the sociocultural dimension reflects shared values and
indicates patterns of social interaction. Rural settings are anchored in traditional
values; urban settings are more open to new ideas. The nature of social interaction
5

also changes as rural dispersion increases. Fewer secondary contacts produce fewer
ties with extralocal entities. This diminishes the capacity of local institutions in a rural
setting to meet the daily needs of people in that locality. In terms of social interaction,
locality is more than simply a geographic setting of social life. Fundamentally, it is
the spatial manifestation of social organization which gives shape to social interaction
and interdependencies among people. Regional variation in environmentalism
indicates that the diffusion of environmental values is not uniform across the nation.
Environmentalism is often shaped by specific natural resources and specific
environmental amenities and threats in a region, as well as the extent to which
environmental quality is valued and the capacity of people to act collectively in
support of their values.

Current Study
The present study examines the extent to which social capital influences
environmentalism across rural and urban populations and across geographic regions.
It is hypothesized that individuals with higher levels of social capital have stronger
pro-environmental attitudes, concern, and behavior than individuals with lower levels
of social capital. Second, it is hypothesized that the relationship between social
capital and environmentalism is moderated by spatial context (see Figure 1.1).
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Figure 1.1 Conceptual Model

Methodology
General Social Survey (GSS) data from the 2000 International Social Survey
Program (ISSP) Module on Environment for the United States is used to examine the
conceptual framework. The General Social Survey is a full probability, nationally
representative sample. This particular dataset provides data on individual
demographic and economic characteristics and social capital factors (i.e. social
networks, trust in environmental information sources, and social norms), as well as
environmental attitudes, concern and behavior in the United States. The analytical
strategy is to estimate four sets of models using ordinary least squares (OLS)
regression. First, I estimate a set of models that examines the extent to which social
capital influences environmentalism for rural and urban populations combined. Next,
I estimate two separate sets of models, a set for rural populations and a set for urban
populations to examine the differential impact of social capital on environmentalism
within these two populations.
7

Organization of Proposal
Chapter Two provides a brief historical overview of U.S. environmental
movements, a review of the literature on environmentalism and social capital, and the
conceptual framework of this study. The chapter begins with a summary of the
historical development of U.S. environmental movements. Second, important theories
and concepts in studies of environmentalism are introduced. The objective is to bring
to the foreground how current theories and conceptual frameworks highlight the
importance of social context. Third, the chapter outlines the general definition of
social capital. Specifically, the section reviews the works of Bourdieu, Coleman, and
Putnam. Fourth, the chapter presents a description of how social capital is related
environmentalism. Fifth, the chapter describes the spatial effect of rural and urban
and regional context on the stock of social capital. The chapter ends with a summary
and brief description of the conceptual framework.
Chapter Three provides a description of the data used to empirically examine
the main research hypotheses. To estimate the models I use data from the 2000
General Social Survey (GSS) Environment II Module. In this chapter I also provide
descriptions of the variables used in the study. The chapter ends with the analytical
strategy to address the main research questions.
Chapter four summarizes the results of the analysis. First, a factor analysis
was performed for the three sets of environmentalism measures and then three
environmentalism indexes were created. The next stage of the analysis was to
calculate and report descriptive information about the sample and the variables used
8

in this study. Next, a bivariate analysis was conducted to examine the relationship of
environmentalism with each of the independent variables identified in this study. The
last stage of analysis was to estimate multivariate models and test the following
hypotheses.
H1:

Social capital is positively related to environmentalism.

H2:

The extent to which social capital promotes environmentalism is
moderated by spatial context.

The last chapter summarizes the main findings of this study and the relevant
literature. The chapter also provides a brief summary of the research methods and
analytical strategy used in this study, followed by a summary and discussion of the
results. The chapter ends with conclusions and policy implications, along with
limitations and directions for future research.
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CHAPTER II
LITERATURE REVIEW
Introduction
The objective of this study is to examine how social capital differentially
influences environmentalism across rural and urban populations and across
geographic regions. First, this chapter summarizes the historical development of U.S.
environmental movements. Second, fundamental theories and concepts in studies of
environmentalism are reviewed, highlighting the importance these conceptual
frameworks place on social context. Third, the chapter outlines the general definition
of social capital. Specifically, the section reviews the works of Bourdieu, Coleman,
and Putnam. Fourth, the chapter describes the relationship between social capital and
environmentalism. Fifth, the chapter describes how rural and urban settings influence
the stock of social capital and considers regional variation in environmentalism. The
chapter concludes with a summary and brief description of the conceptual framework.
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Historical Development
This section outlines the development of social and political responses to
environmental issues over time and how these changes have given shape to modern
environmental movements in the U.S. Environmental thought in this country has deep
historical roots that can be traced to the founding of the nation. A Christian
worldview and scientific enterprise based on rationality supported a philosophy
toward nature that emphasized materialism and humanity’s superiority over nature
(Kline 2000). During the “Age of Disposition” the goal of the nation’s earliest
environmental legislation was to develop and settle federal land by transferring it to
private ownership (Gill and Miller 1997). Economic development during this period
relied on the exploitation of raw materials in rural areas. Thus, the Age of Disposition
was marked by flourishing extractive industries.
The relationship of American society and the natural environment was
fundamentally transformed in the nineteenth century by industrialization,
technological innovation, population growth, and urbanization. Impacts of these
forces on environmental conditions gave impetus to early environmental activism.
Smoke and soot, noise, garbage, poor sanitation and sewage, unsafe water supplies,
and other human health hazards provoked local groups to advocate improvements in
the local environment (Neimark and Mott 1999 Documents 40, 41, 46). Around this
time the nation began to confront resource limitations and the consequences of
reckless exploitation of natural resources as articulated in essays by Frederick J.
11

Turner on The Disappearance of the Frontier (1894) and Gifford Pinchot on
Conservation and the National Interest (1911) (Neimark and Mott 1999 Documents
60, 73).
A new “Age of Conservation” reflected a shift in environmental legislation
oriented toward natural resource conservation and management. The goal during this
period was to set aside public lands for forests, wildlife preservation, and public parks
(Gill and Miller 1997). Gill and Miller note that the most successful regulations
during this period were efforts at the grassroots level, such as soil conservation
districts and grazing districts. The progressive conservation movement that emerged
in the late nineteenth century is considered “the organizational and ideological roots
of contemporary environmentalism” (Dunlap and Mertig 1992:1). Wealthy
individuals were at the forefront of the movement, which divided into two
philosophical camps. Early conservationists, who were primarily concerned about
managing resources to ensure future availability of natural resources, were led by
Gifford Pinchot. Preservationists lead by John Muir, on the other hand, advocated the
preservation of wilderness and wildlife for their own sake. The two men were friends
for a short time; However, their friendship ended when it became clear that their
interests were in conflict over the commercial use of nature.
Preservationists created voluntary social movement organizations. The Sierra
Club, organized in 1892 by Muir, and the National Audubon Society, formed in 1905
by George Bird Grinnell, are the two oldest environmental organizations. They
remain the most prominent, both with hundreds of local chapters and both among the
12

top three environmental organizations in terms of size and influence (Mertig, Dunlap,
and Morrison 2002). Their goal to preserve natural beauty became institutionalized in
the establishment of the National Park Service (1916). These groups and others like
them, along with scientific societies, lobbied at both the state and federal levels for
the passage of environmental laws (Neimark and Mott 1999:80).
Mertig et al. (2002) remark that conservationists’ efforts were based less on
organized public support than preservationist efforts. The utilitarian interests of
conservationists lead to a direct influence on public policy. For example, Pinchot’s
close relationship with President Theodore Roosevelt was influential in the formation
of new government agencies to efficiently manage natural resources. At the turn of
the twentieth century, conservation efforts resulted in new federal agencies, such as
the U.S. Forest Service (1905) and the Bureau of Reclamation (1902), and brought
federal legislation such as the first federal anti-pollution law, the Rivers and Harbors
Act of 1899, to bear on problems of environmental degradation and the conservation
of natural resources (Neimark and Mott 1999).
National conservation efforts ebbed with World War I. A second wave of
conservationism arose postwar in response to large-scale environmental problems
such as flooding and the Dust Bowl. Flood control, soil conservation, and resource
development (e.g., Tennessee Valley Authority’s energy program) were on the
national agenda. Although the Second World War superseded these efforts, a third
wave of environmentalism was not far behind, with the preservation of wilderness
and natural areas regaining attention in the 1950s (Dunlap and Mertig 1992:2).
13

According to Mertig et al. (2002) this last wave of environmentalism crested
as the modern environmental movement. Demographic and economic changes postWorld War II impacted the goals of environmental legislation once again. The “Age
of Preservation” is marked by environmental legislation often focused on urban and
industrial issues (Gill and Miller 1997). The post-World War II period transformed
the nation from a predominately rural population to an urban population. The nation
also experienced dramatic economic growth from 1950-1970, increasing the standard
of living and leisure time. The rapid economic growth brought environmental concern
regarding resource depletion and industrial pollution into the public discourse
(Neimark and Mott 1999:180). Books such as Rachel Carson’s Silent Spring
originally published in 1962 and Paul Ehrlich’s The Population Bomb originally
published in 1968 raised public consciousness about the connection between human
well-being and the well-being of the natural world, marking the beginnings of an
ecological conceptual framework. Ordinary people began to view environmental
problems such as pesticides and air pollution as threats to their quality of life. A
groundswell of public support for environmental protection carried into the political
arena with the passage of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA).
NEPA established the Council on Environmental Quality and provided a legal
toolbox for environmentalists to challenge government projects with potential for
environmental harm (Warren 2003). Thus, environmental activism entered a new
stage in the mid-twentieth century, shifting from a focus on conservation of natural
resources to a primary goal of protection of environmental quality (Mertig et al.
14

2002). This new historical stage redefined natural resources in terms of their human
relationships, and not simply according to their material worth (Hays and Tarr 1998).
Many existing conservation organizations broadened their scope of interest to
include a myriad of environmental issues. Scientific knowledge about impacts of
environmental problems grew. Extensive media coverage of environmental issues
informed the general public. More people were in direct contact with nature (and
environmental degradation) as the number of outdoor recreational enthusiasts rapidly
expanded. The affluence created by the post-World War II economic boom shifted
people’s attention from material needs to a focus on quality of life (Dunlap and
Mertig 1992:3). Thus, a broad base of support gave rise to the modern environmental
movement. The national celebration of Earth Day in 1970 crystallized broad societal
concerns about urbanization and industrialization and demanded protection for
overall environmental quality. While the conservation movement was initiated by
wealthy intellectuals concerned about the future of the nation’s natural resources, the
modern environmental movement was born from a culture of social conflict and
public activism which defined the immediate dangers of pollution, natural resource
exploitation, and population growth as contemporary social problems (Neimark and
Mott 1999:180-183).
Relatively small volunteer organizations quickly evolved into professionalized
mass-membership organizations. Large national organizations such as the Sierra
Club, the National Audubon Society, and the National Wildlife Federation were
critical to the development and evolution of the mainstream environmental
15

movement. Environmental organizations generally designed their agendas around
three “tactical” strategies: education, direct action, and policy reform (Dunlap and
Mertig 1992). Education was the predominant strategy until the 1960s, but by the
mid-1960s lobbying and litigation prevailed as the most effective tactics. Dunlap and
Mertig explain that educational approaches to policy change were viewed as
insufficiently aggressive, while direct action was considered too aggressive. By
focusing on electoral campaigns, congressional and administrative lobbying, and
litigation, environmental organizations concentrated their policy reform efforts in
Washington, D.C. According to Dunlap and Mertig (1992), such a general policy
reform strategy is compatible with the mass-membership structure of national
environmental organizations, where mobilization is achieved through members
delegating authority and providing resources to the organization.
Large national organizations have been “the most visible and often the most
influential actors in environmental policy debates ” because they manage
multimillion-dollar budgets and are staffed with full-time lobbyists, lawyers, and
scientists (Dunlap and Mertig 1992:12). The trends of professionalization and
bureaucratization of environmental organizations, however, have not yielded a
monolithic environmental movement. Rather, over the last three decades
environmental organizations have developed a vast diversity in their primary issues,
basic strategies, and, especially, their geographic focus. Current trends suggest a new
generation of environmentalism may be evolving which shifts the primary focus from
environmental quality to ecological sustainability. A new “Age of Sustainability” in
16

which environmental regulation reflects an increasing awareness of the need to
protect and preserve nature is on the horizon (Gill and Miller 1997). Environmental
legislation during this period is likely to continue at the national level, but also
require greater emphasis on local level participation in protecting and improving
environmental quality. One reason for this is that national policies have been more
effective in dealing with point sources of pollution such as industrial sites than in
regulating less easily identifiable nonpoint sources such as soil erosion from
agriculture and urban storm water run-off. Sustainability has implications for rural
communities in particular. Limits to potable water supplies, the oceanic fish stock,
and absorption of agricultural chemicals are beginning to be felt first at the local level
(Steiner 1997).
Mertig et al. (2002) call this new stage ecologism. Ecologism broadens
environmental concern to deal with the complexity of environmental issues ranging
from local to global. Large U.S. environmental organizations have moved toward an
increasingly global orientation. At the same time, there has been “a rapid increase in
the prominence and number of local grassroots environmental organizations” (Dunlap
and Mertig 1992:6).
U.S.

environmentalism

has

globalized

for

several

reasons.

First,

environmental problems are increasingly transnational and often global in nature,
requiring international cooperation. Second, environmental problems that originate in
one country have implications for global scale conditions. Lastly, environmental
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organizations outside the United States, especially in developing countries, often
request assistance from U.S. environmental organizations.
While grassroots environmentalism has played an important role in addressing
local environmental issues since the conservation days, by the 1990s grassroots
environmentalism had evolved into a distinct component of the mainstream
environmental movement. Unlike large mainstream environmentalism, local
community organizations constitute the foundation of grassroots or civic
environmentalism (Dunlap and Mertig 1992). These groups are often loosely
coordinated volunteers. Kempton et al. (2001) report three types of local groups
identified in the existing literature: (1) oppositional, single-issue groups, (2)
environmental justice groups, and (3) radical “deep ecology” groups. The most
common are groups that organize in response to a local environmental hazard that
poses a public health threat. These groups unify around a local message of “not in my
backyard” (NIMBY) to prevent the sighting of landfills, hog farms, or other toxic
wastes in their community. Opposition to locating locally unwanted land uses
(LULUs) in minority communities has mobilized ethnic and racial minorities in the
environmental movement by blending environmental and equity concerns. Radical
environmentalists are primarily concerned with wilderness and wildlife and feel
national organizations working to reform the system have generally failed (Kempton
et al. 2001).
Civic environmentalism is a form of social action where citizens come
together to solve local environmental problems, with emphasis given to the
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relationship between citizenship, environment, and community. The environment is
seen as “an essential aspect of public life” (George C. Marshall Institute 2003). Landy
and Rubin (2001) argue that civic environmentalism challenges citizens to make
commitments and assume responsibility for the natural environment just as we do for
community schools and public safety. Citizen mobilization introduces local
knowledge into the deliberation and provides greater accountability. Social
relationships framed in terms of friends, neighbors, and co-workers rather than
property owners are more likely to be productive at the local level. Thus, civic
environmentalism encourages a broader conceptualization of self-interest that values
the public good of environmental quality (Landy and Rubin 2001). Civic
environmentalism emerged in the 1990s through the efforts of nonprofit
organizations, grassroots leaders, and local citizens to address environmental issues
that were unique to their local area. While early efforts such as those of soil
conservation districts exemplify the importance of grassroots involvement, this level
of participation was never fully instituted into the mainstream environmental
movement (Salamon 1999). Furthermore, successful implementation of soil
conservation districts relied on local level organizations, but these efforts originated
at the national level. Civic environmentalism originates at the local level with a
concern for local environmental protection and quality.
Western states have experienced a level of “indigenous environmentalism”
beyond that of other regions (Hays and Tarr 1998:156). This constituency has
vigorously challenged extractive industries such as lumber, grazing, and mining,
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which previously dominated the regional economy. Hays and Tarr attribute new
attitudes toward natural resources to the influence of numerous citizen environmental
organizations. Weber (2000) characterized a “local faction” of grassroots
environmental movement (GREM) as a rural, primarily Western U.S. phenomenon
that emerged with a philosophy of balance between the local environment, economy,
and community. Civic environmentalism is qualitatively distinct from the
contemporary environmental movement not only in its philosophy and geographic
scale, but in its character and institutions, emphasizing a reliance on informal
institutions, local knowledge, and trust. Other researchers highlight similar themes of
environmental citizenship (Barkan 2004), environmental democracy (Parisi et al.
2003), and civic engagement (Bridger and Luloff 1999) that root environmental
protection in local collective action and place-based policies.
Buttel acknowledges a “chasm” between global environmental movements
and grassroots movements and notes that “so many of the largest and best-funded
movement organizations have stressed the global arena and thus far have little to
show for it” (2003:336). He suggests structural and organizational changes within the
environmental movement arena may be converging to localize environmentalism,
noting that the “essence” of the environment-society relationship is that it occurs in
“particular” locals and institutions. According to Buttel, citizen mobilization through
environmental movements is the most fundamental social force for environmental
reform.
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Theoretical Frameworks for Studying Environmentalism
Relationships between social organization and the natural environment can be
understood in terms of three fundamental functions that ecosystems serve for human
societies: (1) supply depot or resource base, (2) waste repository or mechanism to
absorb or recycle pollution, and (3) living space with environmental amenities beyond
the sustenance base (Dunlap and Catton 2002). Natural resource sociology generally
focuses on the supply function, with more attention to environmental conditions in
specific spatial contexts that have consequences for specific populations or
communities (Field, Luloff, and Krannich 2002). Work in environmental sociology
covers all three ecosystem functions, and conceptualizes the environment in general
and nonspecific terms taking a more macro orientation (Field et al. 2002). These
subfield distinctions, however, may be artificial in the study of modern environmental
problems. Rosa and Machlis (2002) argue that “modern science has generated a set of
problems demanding scientific understanding, but too complex or too ambiguous to
yield to science alone,” in which uncertainty and cultural values are integral to
understanding and decision-making (2002:253). They identify this new frontier of
science as post-normal science. Citizen participation is an important feature of this
new scientific model. When stakeholders become involved in environmental
decision-making it increases the chances for successful implementation. Rosa and
Machlis (2002) conclude that such an approach makes unnecessary the distinction
between environmental sociology and sociology of natural resources.
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As the focus of environmental sociology transitions from explaining
environmental degradation to explaining environmental reform and improvement
(Buttel 2003), we need a better understanding of civic environmentalism. This
research shift presents an opportunity to link the study of reform strategies from
environmental sociology with the study of social and spatial characteristics
investigated in natural resource sociology to inform public policy. More than 30
years of research on the social bases of environmentalism continue to point to the
importance of understanding contextual forces in shaping environmental attitudes,
concern, and behavior. Recent studies have focused on national and global
environmentalism (Diekmann and Franzen 1999; Engel and Potschke 1998;
Marquart-Pyatt 2005) with an eye toward political and economic solutions to
environmental problems.
Research, however, shows that people’s willingness to pay for the
environment varies the greatest between individuals within regions. Individual
variance is by far greater than regional variances within countries and even variance
between nations. For example, Engel and Potschke (1998) found more than 90
percent of the explained variance in each of three “willingness to pay measures”
(higher prices, higher taxes, and accept cuts in the standard of living) was at the
individual level underscoring the need to better understand individual level attitudes,
concern, and behavior (Engel and Potschke 1998).
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Environmental Attitudes and Concern
Beginning in the early 1980’s researchers have considered environmental
attitudes to be “largely synonymous with environmental concern,” typically using the
term ‘environmental concern’ in empirical literature (Dunlap and Jones 2002:484).
Environmental concern is a broad concept and Dunlap and Jones’ overview of social
research points to the wide range of topics addressed, from awareness of
environmental problems to support for environmental solutions. Their review also
discerned differences in how investigators formulate peoples’ expression of concern.
Based on this diversity of research, Dunlap and Jones (p.485) define environmental
concern as “the degree to which people are aware of problems regarding the
environment and support efforts to solve them and/or indicate a willingness to
contribute personally to their solution.”
This definition lays a foundation for the development of environmental
concern as a multi-faceted construct. Dunlap and Jones (2002) identify two
conceptual components of environmental concern: 1) an environmental component
and 2) a concern component. Conceptually, the environmental component represents
the environmental issue(s) or topic(s) comprising the focus (or the substantive
content) of the study. For example, studies may examine one specific topic (e.g.,
pollution, natural resources, or population) or may consider a wide range of topics.
The environment component is operationalized in terms of some biophysical
phenomenon in order to manage the concept of environment as an object.
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The concern component refers to the way that a researcher approaches the
expression of environmental concern or the theoretical conceptualization of peoples’
expression of environmental concern. Two general approaches to conceptualizing and
measuring the expression of environmental concern include a theoretical approach
grounded in attitude theory and a policy approach based on subjective measures of
public opinion on environmental issues. The theoretical approach grounds individual
expression of concern for the environment in the nature of his or her beliefs, attitudes,
intentions, and behavior and their theoretical and empirical relationships. Attitude
theory frameworks thus conceptualize several dimensions of expression of concern
for the environment, including cognitive, affective, conative, and behavioral
dimensions. Within such an attitude theory framework, the expression of
environmental concern is measured along these various dimensions. Specifically,
cognitive expression is operationalized in the form of environmental knowledge and
beliefs; affective expression is represented as personal feelings and attitudes; conative
expression is reflected as a commitment to perform or support proenvironmental
actions; and behavioral expression involves actual or reported actions (Dunlap and
Jones 2002:489-491).
The policy approach, on the other hand, relies on subjective measures of
expression based on an investigator’s understanding of environmental problems and
their policy implications. Policy-oriented studies examine issues such as individual’s
perceptions of the seriousness of environmental problems; public opinions about the
causes of problems, responsibility for problems, and preferred solutions; public
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support for alternative solutions; and self-reported proenvironmental behavior
(Dunlap and Jones 2002:489).
The emphasis of the attitudinal component in theoretical approaches tends to
focus on the role of individuals and their behavior in creating and solving
environmental problems. Policy studies on the other hand, tend to have a more macro
focus, emphasizing the role of social institutions, environmental policies, and
collective action in environmental problems and solutions. While the two approaches
differ in their emphasis, Dunlap and Jones (2002) note areas of overlap and point to
fruitful research that blends the two approaches, such as work by Stern et al. (1999)
that explicitly incorporates policy-relevant variables into a social-psychological
theoretical framework.
Social-psychological approaches to environmental attitudes focus on values
and worldviews (Stern 2000). At least six theoretical perspectives on understanding
the sources of environmental concern can be found in the literature (Stern et al.
1999): norm-activation theory, personal values theory, spiritual or religious
worldview, cultural theory, post-materialist value theory, and the New Environmental
Paradigm hypothesis. While these frameworks have a micro focus, they allude to
broad beliefs about society and social-structural opportunities and constraints that
affect and shape environmental concern.
A main focus of the present study is the influence of social context on
environmentalism (i.e., how social capital resources facilitate environmentalism). The
first four theories are mentioned here to illustrate implicit assumptions of social
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context. Following this description, the last two frameworks (post-materialism and
the NEP) are given closer attention, as these perspectives are incorporated in the
research study.
Norm-activation theory holds that personal moral norms form the basis for
moral obligations to support proenvironmental goals. Personal values theory
considers the influence of value orientations such as an altruistic or self-interest
reference, and the predictive power of these broader social values in determining
more specific ones, such as environmentalism. Stronger environmental concern is
associated with “prosocial” as opposed to individualistic or competitive social value
orientations (Joireman et al. 2001). Some scholars have emphasized religious values
(Eckberg and Blocker 1996; Kanagy and Willits 1993; Shaiko 1987; White 1967;
Wolkomir et al. 1997) or beliefs that the environment is sacred (Dietz, Stern, and
Guagnano 1998) to explain environmental attitudes and concern.
Cultural theory (Douglas and Wildavsky 1982) locates support for
contemporary environmentalism in deep-rooted orienting dispositions or “cultural
biases” that make some people especially fearful of environmental threats to human
health and safety. Research on four orienting dispositions of egalitarianism,
hierarchy, individualism, and fatalism has demonstrated that egalitarians are most
concerned with environmental issues and individualists are least concerned (Dake
1991).
Inglehart’s (1990; 1995) postmaterialist thesis argues that postmaterialist
values of quality of life and self expression reflect a culture shift in advanced
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industrialized nations. Drawing on modernization theory, postmaterialism argues that
each stage of economic development is characterized by its own cultural, social, and
political beliefs. Industrialism was dominated by the rise in manufacturing industries.
Lower-order needs related to economic well-being and materialist values shaped the
cultural, social, and political landscape. The postindustrialist era, marked by a labor
force shift from manufacturing to the service sector, ushered in a new value system
based on “higher-order” needs. Thus, the economic, technological, and sociopolitical
transformations of postindustrialism account for the emphasis given to quality of life
and spiritual issues, making environmental quality a priority today (Inglehart 1995).
Inglehart’s (1990) postmaterialism thesis drew on Maslow’s (1943) idea of a
hierarchy of human needs and values, depicted as a pyramid consisting of five levels.
The first level requires basic needs such as food, clothing, and shelter take
precedence. Once these physiological needs are met, higher-order needs come into
focus, beginning with safety. Next a sense of belonging, followed by self-esteem and
social status, take priority. Self-actualization, the highest level of the pyramid, is
where quality of life needs are given primacy.
Inglehart’s (1990) analysis of time-series survey data (1970-1988) from 26
nations concluded that the inter-generational value shift had become established and
is part of a much broader process of cultural change. However, Inglehart’s theory is
not without controversy. In subsequent empirical tests of this postmaterialist thesis,
researchers have disagreed on the appropriate level of analysis (national aggregates or
individual level), explanations for high levels of public concern for the environment
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in poor nations, measurement issues, and the influence of other factors such as
political culture to explain cross-national variations (Abramson 1997; Brechin and
Kempton 1997; Brechin and Kempton 1994; Dunlap and Mertig 1995; Dunlap and
Mertig 1997; Kidd and Lee 1997; Lee and Kidd 1997; Pierce 1997).

New Environmental (or Ecological) Paradigm
Catton and Dunlap’s (1978) seminal work on the New Environmental
Paradigm (NEP) articulated a worldview perspective that helped to set a course for
early work in understanding environment-society relationships. While competing
sociological perspectives professed to be “paradigms in their own right,” Catton and
Dunlap (1978:42) argued that their “apparent diversity [was] not as important as the
fundamental anthropocentricism underlying all of them.” Dunlap (2002:18)
summarized their central argument: contemporary sociological theory is premised on
an implicit assumption that “modern, industrialized societies were exempt from the
constraints of nature,” which blinded the discipline to the emerging environmental
problems of the 1970s. They further argued that this paradigmatic shift of ecological
constraints fundamentally challenged the Dominant Social Paradigm (DSP). They
conceptualized two worldviews: 1) a Human Exemptionalism Paradigm (HEP)
representing the dominant culture view and 2) a New Environmental Paradigm
(NEP). The HEP reflects a strong anthropocentric view of humans “separate from and
above the rest of nature.” This worldview was shaped by the discovery of abundant
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natural resources in the New World and scientific and technological developments
that fueled the industrial revolution, as well as the belief that language and culture set
the human species apart from our biophysical environment and exempt us from
ecological principles.
The NEP assumptions stand in stark contrast to HEP assumptions. It
constitutes a worldview that “highlights the ecosystem dependence of modern,
industrialized societies” (Dunlap 2002:21), thus drawing upon environmental
variables as meaningful for sociological investigation (1978:44). The development of
the New Environmental Paradigm scale by Dunlap and Van Liere (1978) became a
standard instrument to gauge beliefs about humanity’s potential to upset the balance
of nature, the existence of limits to growth for human societies, and humanity’s right
to dominate nature. The New Environmental Paradigm was quickly renamed the New
Ecological Paradigm (Dunlap and Catton 1979:250) to more accurately reflect a
“fundamentally ecological worldview.” Dunlap (Dunlap et al. 2000) proposed a
revised NEP which updated and broadened the scale’s content and addressed
directionality imbalance in the original NEP items. A high score on the NEP scale
indicates a proecological orientation and “should lead to proenvironmental beliefs and
attitudes on a wide range of issues (Dunlap et al. 2000:428). The scale taps five
hypothesized facets of an ecological worldview which are presented in Table 2.1.
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Table 2.1 New Ecological Paradigm Scale Items
NEP Facet
Reality of limits to
growth

Scale Items
We are approaching the limit of the number of people the
earth can support.
The earth has plenty of natural resources if we just learn
how to develop them.
The earth is like a spaceship with very limited room and
resources.

Anti-anthropocentrism

Humans have the right to modify the natural environment
to suit their needs.
Plants and animals have as much right as humans to exist.
Humans were meant to rule over the rest of nature.

Fragility of the balance
of nature

When humans interfere with nature it often produces
disastrous consequences.
The balance of nature is strong enough to cope with the
impacts of modern industrial nations.
The balance of nature is very delicate and easily upset.

Rejection of
exemptionalism

Human ingenuity will insure that we do not make the
earth unlivable.
Despite our special abilities humans are still subject to the
laws of nature.
Humans will eventually learn enough about how nature
works to be able to control it.

Possibility of an
ecocrisis

Humans are severely abusing the environment.
The so-called “ecological crisis” facing humankind has
been greatly exaggerated.
If things continue on their present course, we will soon
experience a major ecological catastrophe.

In its original conceptualization, the NEP measure was not linked to socialpsychological concepts or theories. Over time, however, researchers have come to
regard NEP items as “tapping primarily ‘primitive beliefs’” about environment30

society relationships, suggestive of the cognitive dimension of expression of
environmental concern. At the same time, some NEP items appear to tap the
normative value (affective) dimension of expression of concern (Dunlap and Jones
2002:509). Since its development in 1978, the NEP has become a standard measure
of environmental attitudes and concern (Dunlap and Van Liere 1978; Dunlap et al.
2000; Stern, Dietz, and Guagnano 1995).
Researchers have variously treated the NEP as a measure of environmental
attitudes, beliefs, values, concern, and worldview. It has been used in U.S. studies as
well as internationally. Use with various samples ranging from the general public to
particular groups, such as farmers, ethnic minorities, and college students has
generally found strong endorsement of NEP beliefs (Dunlap et al. 2000). Although
research supports the overall validity of the NEP scale, there are mixed results on the
dimensionality of this particular construct.
Albrecht et al.’s (1982) study of farm and urban populations found the NEP
measured three discreet attitudinal domains: (1) balance of nature, (2) limits to
growth, and (3) human domination of nature. Subscale scores exhibited only modest
correlation, suggesting that collapsing the items into a single scale score loses
valuable data and could possibly obscure group differences in environmental
orientations. In addition to the NEP tapping discreet domains, Albrecht et al. found
that these domains are not necessarily orthogonal. In particular, Albrecht et al. noted
that growth orientations of famers were unrelated to their feelings toward man ruling
over nature. This suggests that some population groups accept some elements of the
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NEP and reject others. Dunlap et al. (2000) caution scholars to carefully determine
whether to treat the NEP as a single construct or as multiple measures based upon the
results of their individual study, emphasizing that the decision should depend on
whether distinct dimensions with face validity can be identified in their particular
sample.

Comprehensive Model of Environmental Concern
More broadly, there is disagreement on whether it is appropriate to regard
environmental concern as a single construct or as inherently multi-dimensional
(Dunlap and Jones 2002:511). Dunlap and Jones (2002) estimate at least 700-800
published studies of environmental concern, with the majority employing unique
operational definitions of particular aspect(s) of environmentalism being studied.
Thus, they argue that many inconsistent findings in the literature can be attributed to
employing noncomparable measures of environmental concern, as measures may tap
very different facets of the environment relating to a myriad of substantive issues
and/or various conceptualizations of the expression of environmental concern. Their
review of empirical work on this issue concluded that it is appropriate to treat
environmental concern as a single meaningful construct based on evidence that
“public attitudes toward environmental issues are organized in a reasonably coherent
fashion” (p. 515).
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Xiao and Dunlap (2007) reject the notion of multi-dimensionality of
environmental concern, calling dimensionality a static concept and a false
dichotomization. Instead, they propose that public concern for the environment
reflects a coherent belief system and is, therefore, unidimensional. Furthermore, they
argue that the coherence of a belief system should be regarded as dynamic and as a
matter of degree.
Expanding on Dunlap and Jones (2002) formulation of environmental
concern, Xiao and Dunlap (2007) developed a “comprehensive” model of
environmental concern. Their measure consisted of two general, multi-faceted
components: an “environmental” domain and a “concern” domain. The environmental
domain represents the “substantive content” of environmental concern. These items
measure the respondent’s perceptions of a slate of specific environmental problems,
which are explicated at three geographic levels. The three levels, each representing a
facet of concern, are local, national, and global.
The “concern” domain is conceptualized in terms of how survey respondents
express environmental concern. This component includes five facets. The first is the
revised NEP scale. Four additional facets are policy-relevant indicators: (1) perceived
importance of environmental problems, (2) willingness to pay for environmental
protection, (3) support for governmental policies and regulations, and (4)
proenvironmental behavior and activism. Thus, the comprehensive measure of
environmental concern consists of eight key facets, as illustrated in Table 2.2.

33

Table 2.2 Facets of Environmental Concern
Environmental Domain
Geographic Facets of Perceived
Environmental Problems:
1. Local
2. National
3. Global

Concern Domain
4. NEP Scale
Policy Indicators:
5. perceived importance of
environmental problems
6. willingness to pay for
environmental protection
7. support for governmental policies
and regulations
8. proenvironmental behavior and
activism

Using the 1992 Health of the Planet (HOP) Survey, Xiao and Dunlap (2007)
tested their comprehensive scale of environmental concern for content validity and
found that all but two of the eight facets of environmental concern had high factor
loadings on one underlying construct of environmental concern. While perceptions of
global environmental issues had a strong factor loading on environmental concern
(0.81), perceptions of national and community environmental issues had relatively
weak factor loadings (0.45 and 0.31, respectively), indicating that perceptions of
environmental problems at these levels are not as strongly related to the underlying
construct of environmental concern as the other facets.
Overall, Xiao and Dunlap’s analysis suggests “attitudes toward environmental
issues are relatively well organized into a broad and coherent sense of concern for the
environment” (2007:471); however, environmental problems are perceived differently
across varying geographical scales (2007:485). The researchers suggest the weak
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factor loadings of community and national issues may rest on varying sources of
information, with perceptions of community issues formed around personal
experiences, perceptions of global issues based on media information, and
perceptions of national issues based on both personal experience and media
information. They conclude:
… peoples’ general environmental concern strongly corresponds to
their awareness of global environmental problems, to a lesser extent to their
awareness of national problems, but only modestly to their personal
experiences with local environmental conditions (Xiao and Dunlap 2007:489).
The construct of environmental concern measures a coherent, albeit dynamic,
belief system, suggestive of a trend toward people becoming increasingly aware of
the interconnectedness among various environmental problems (Xiao and Dunlap
2007). The scholars call for a comparison of levels of coherence across populations
and note a need to study the forces that enhance and/or reduce the degree of
coherence.

Environmental Behavior
Engel and Potschke (1998:317) observe that “to be concerned about the
environment does not necessarily mean to behave in an environmentally friendly
manner.” In fact, the researchers report that reviews of the literature have found that
attitudes account for only between 5 percent and 17 percent of the total variance in
environmental behavior.
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According to Stern (2000:409), pro-environmental behavior was presumed to
be a “unitary, undifferentiated class” in early research. However, recent work
suggests at least four distinct types of environmentally significant behavior with
different causal factors determining each of the behavior types. The types of behavior
are presented in Table 2.3.

Table 2.3 Types of Environmentally Significant Behavior
Type of Behavior
Environmental activism
Nonactivist behavior in
the public sphere
Private sphere
environmentalism
Other environmentally
significant behavior

Characteristics
Active involvement in environmental organizations and
demonstrations.
Includes two subtypes: environmental citizenship and
policy support.
Consumer behavior such as the purchase, use, and
disposal of personal and household products that have
an environmental impact.
Behavior that occurs within the context of the workplace
or other professional organizations.

Activism is theoretically and empirically distinct from other environmentally
significant support (Stern et al. 1999). Committed public activism is a focus of
research on social movements. It is defined in terms of active, extensive involvement
in social movement organizations and measured by participation in demonstrations
and protests (McAdam, John, and Zald 1988). Committed activists are the core of a
movement. The movement becomes an important part of an activist’s life and a
central element in his or her identity.
Identity, framing, and ideology are key concepts in the social movement
literature (Jenkins and Form 2005). A conceptual framework embodied by a social
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movement “is the ideological glue with which various organizations, groups, and
activists are loosely bound together and through which public perceptions of the
movement are formed” (Mertig et al. 2002:450-451). Social movements emphasize
group identity and generate interpretive frames to bond their members to
organizational values and goals. Framing processes are a “central dynamic” in
understanding the character and development of social movements (Benford and
Snow 2000).
The frame concept is based on Goffman’s (1974:10f) work in which he
explains, “I assume that definitions of a situation are built up in accordance with
principals of organization which govern events […] and our subjective involvement
in them; frame is the word I use to refer to such of these basic elements as I am able
to identify.” Framing is the process by which people answer the question “what is
going on here?” People understand the situations they find themselves in by drawing
on a “corpus of cautionary tales, games, riddles, experiments, newsy stories, and
other scenarios which elegantly confirm a frame-relevant view of the working of the
world” and then “comport themselves so as to render this analysis true” (1974:162163). As “schemata of interpretation” that enable people to “locate, perceive, identify,
and label” (Goffman 1974:21) social issues and events, frames depict “events or
occurrences as meaningful and thereby function to organize experience and guide
action” (Benford and Snow 2000:614). The activities and goals of a social movement
are inspired by action-oriented sets of beliefs and meanings, or “collective action
frames” (Benford and Snow 2000:614).
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Research shows that participants in large national environmental organizations
typically have above-average socioeconomic status with higher education, income,
and occupational prestige. Organization members are generally younger, white, and
male. While involvement in the movement may be limited to particular segments of
the population, “research has consistently shown that sympathy and support for the
goals of the Environmental Movement are widely dispersed throughout most
segments of society” (Mertig et al. 2002:464). The apparent link between class and
environmental activism is a link between socioeconomic status and factors of political
activism rather than a link between class and environmental concern (Mohai 1985).
Nonactivist behavior in the public sphere is distinguished from committed
activism. Non-activists provide less intense support to a movement, but their support
is nonetheless essential for movement success (Stern et al. 1999). Stern et al. suggest
two subtypes of non-activist behavior. The first type is environmental citizenship,
which is defined in terms of active behavior, such as petitioning on environmental
issues, joining, or contributing to environmental organizations. The second type is
policy support, which is expressed in terms of acceptance and/or support of
environmental regulations and willingness to pay for environmental protection.
Private sphere consumer behavior such as the purchase, use, and disposal of
personal and household products that have an environmental impact is a third type of
environmental behavior. Other environmentally significant behavior that occurs
within the context of the workplace comprises the last type of behavior. Many
professional organizations, such as those engaged in engineering, banking, and real
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estate development, promote proenvironmental behavior. For example, “green”
building procedures and strategies in the construction of residential and commercial
development are promoted by various professional organizations. Architects,
contractors, landscapers, and developers attend professional conferences to learn the
advantages of building green and how building green is financially feasible.
There has been less empirical and theoretical progress in examining the
determinants of environmental behavior than in identifying the correlates of
environmental concern (Olli, Grendstad, and Wollebaek 2001). Traditional
approaches to environmental behavior generally focus on individuals as autonomous
decision-makers, neglecting the “multiple ways in which individual decision-making
is influenced by and embedded in local context” (Wakefield et al. 2006:41). Research
demonstrating that proenvironmental behavior is stronger among people who focus
their concern beyond their immediate social circle (Dietz et al. 1998) point to a need
for studies that highlight social context.
Ollie et al.’s (2001) analysis of environmental behavior considered social
context along with three other sets of correlates generally identified in the literature
on environmental behavior: sociodemographics, political attitudes, and environmental
attitudes (including knowledge). The researchers defined social context as a measure
of social networks, looking at three separate groups: active members of
environmental organizations, inactive members (or volunteers) of such organizations,
and the general public. The full model explained more than one-third of the total
variance of self-reported behavior. A significant finding was that the “role of social
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context, measured through social participation in environmental networks, was more
important than any of the other correlates of environmental behavior” (Olli et al.
2001:201).
Stern and his colleagues advanced a value-belief-norm (VBN) theoretical
framework to study environmental behavior. VBN links value theory with moral
norm-activization theory and the New Environmental Paradigm to explain nonactivist
environmental behavior (Stern 2000). Initial findings appeared to support the VBN’s
hypothesis that personal moral norms are the main basis for individuals’
predisposition to proenvironmental behavior (Stern 2000:413). Furthermore, VBN
theory specifies that beliefs about the general condition of the biophysical
environment moderate the link from values to behavior. In this respect, the
dissemination of scientific information and media publicity and commentary shape
beliefs.
Recognizing that behavioral dispositions can vary greatly with any given
behavior, actor, and context, Stern and his colleagues expanded VBN theory to
conceptualize a more complete “ABC” theory, in which the attitude (A) – behavior
(B) relationship is mediated by contextual factors (C). Contextual variables include
interpersonal

influences,

community

expectations,

advertising,

government

regulations and other legal and institutional factors, public policies and services,
monetary incentives and costs, physical hardship, and technological capabilities and
constraints, as well as “various features of the broad social, economic, and political
context” (Stern 2000:417). In this formulation, “the attitude-behavior association is
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strongest when contextual factors are neutral and approaches zero when contextual
forces are strongly positive or negative, effectively compelling or prohibiting the
behavior in question” (2000:415). According to ABC theory, the more difficult, timeconsuming, or expensive the behavior, the less it is influenced by attitudinal factors
and the more it depends on contextual factors.
Likewise, research by Wakefield et al. (2006) found that the explanatory
contribution of individual level variables decreased as the level of commitment
necessary to undertake an action increased. In such situations contextual and
collective factors became more important predictors of environmental actions that
individual level factors.
Social context was a focal point for Engel and Potschke’s (1998) crossnational, multi-level analysis. These researchers defined social context in terms of a
distinction between two orienting value dispositions: value-rational and purposerational behavior. The study treated “behavioral disposition to act” as a variable, with
value-rational behavior motivated by a person’s “convictions of what seems to them
to be required by duty, honor, the pursuit of beauty, a religious call, personal loyalty,
or the importance of some ‘cause’ no matter in what it consists” (1998:320) and
purpose-rational behavior dependent on perceived associated costs and benefits of the
action. The researchers found that a behavioral disposition to act in a value-rational
manner was the single best predictor of environmental behavior (Engel and Potschke
1998).
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Although

many

theories

on

environmentalism

implicitly

recognize

interrelationships between norms, values, and social context, few studies have
grounded individual non-activist environmentalism in a social context of collective
action. Social-psychological theories of values and worldviews do not explain how
shared values arise and empower individuals for collective action. The concept of
social capital has potential to advance research on environmentalism by grounding
norms and values in social structure in a way that highlights how these aspects of
social relations facilitate proenvironmental collective action.

Sociodemographic Factors
Quasi-theoretical studies have generally demonstrated that individuals with
more education, higher incomes, more liberal or egalitarian ideologies, urban
residences, and less years of age are more likely to exhibit proenvironmental attitudes
and behavior (Arcury and Christianson 1993; Dunlap and Jones 2002; Dunlap and
Van Liere 1984; Elliott, Regens, and Seldon 1995; Kanagy, Humphrey, and
Firebaugh 1994; Lowe and Pinhey 1982; Mohai and Twight 1987). Van Liere and
Dunlap (1980) reviewed popular hypotheses relating environmental concern and
sociodemographic variables, with particular attention to supporting theoretical
explanations. The researchers concluded (1980:193) that demographic variables in
explaining environmental concern were of “limited utility” because there is
“widespread distribution of such concern in our society.” The modest associations
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reported for these variables indicate that while environmental concern is “somewhat
stronger among the young, well-educated, and liberal segments of society, [it] is by
no means restricted to persons with such characteristics.”
Age and birth cohort effects are the strongest and most consistent predictors of
environmentalism (Dietz et al. 1998; Klineberg, McKeever, and Rothenbach 1998).
However, the two effects are “conceptually distinct” and are difficult to isolate (Dietz
et al. 1998). Kanagy et al. (1994) explain that cohort replacement is a key to
understanding trends in public support for the environment because a substantial
cohort-replacement component increases the likelihood of a trend continuing.
Research findings suggest that younger cohorts appear more proenvironmental not
because of their stage in life (which attributes changes in social values to life cycle
explanations), but because they “bear the imprint of different socialization” (Kanagy
et al. 1994:816). That is, important historical events, continued exposure to
information on environmental degradation, and a desire for environmental quality
have made permanent impressions on younger generations that they will carry with
them through their lives. The continuing trend was identified as an inter-generational
value shift toward higher-order needs such as environmental quality in Inglehart’s
(1990) postmaterialist thesis.
Research on the effects of gender and race/ethnicity has produced mixed
results, suggesting generally weak and less consistent relationships with
environmentalism. However, Mohai’s (1990) work suggests that blacks have a higher
absolute concern for the environment than whites, but exhibit lower concern for the
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environment relative to other public issues and thus do not translate their concern into
action.

Theoretical Frameworks for Studying Social Capital

Intellectual Roots
Social capital, like other forms of capital, is a resource. Trust, reciprocity,
information, and cooperation embedded in social networks create value, or social
capital, that is imbued with shared norms, values, and behaviors that bind people and
communities together and make civic behavior and cooperative action possible.
Social capital theories have gained prominence in economic, political science, and
sociological research (Wall, Ferrazzi, and Schryer 1998), especially in the discipline
of rural sociology (Castle 2002). The intellectual foundations of social capital theory
originate in the works of French sociologist Pierre Bourdieu (1986), American
sociologist James Coleman (1988), and American political scientist Robert Putnam
(1995a; 2000; 1993) with each theorist establishing his own scholarly tradition.
Bourdieu (1986) related social capital to three other forms of capital:
economic, cultural, and symbolic. Social networks based on mutual acquaintance or
recognition become institutionalized to some extent, and represent an aggregate of
actual or potential resources:
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The volume of social capital possessed by a given agent thus depends
on the size of the network of connections he can effectively mobilize and on
the volume of the capital (economic, cultural or symbolic) possessed in his
own right by each of those to whom he is connected (Bourdieu 1986:249).

Bourdieu argued that economic resources are embedded in social networks
and social capital is created within personal networks more or less intentionally to
access economic capital. Access to social capital connects people to other forms of
capital through material and symbolic exchanges (i.e., investments). Bourdieu
recognized an interaction between financial capital, cultural capital, and social
capital. A key insight was that forms of capital are fungible (can be traded for each
other and actually require trades for their development). In particular, social capital
cannot be acquired without the investment of some material resources and the
possession of some cultural knowledge, enabling the individual to establish relations
with others.
From Bourdieu’s perspective, social connections may or may not be
intentional. That is, a network of relationships is the product of strategic investments,
individual or collective, conscious or unconscious, aimed at establishing or
reproducing social relationships that have utility in the short or long term. Social
capital is created and maintained through interactions between individuals within
groups in a society stratified by social class. Group membership and boundaries are
established through material and symbolic exchanges (Wall et al. 1998), and the
intergenerational transfer of social and cultural capital helps to maintain privilege.
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Coleman (1988) also conceptualized social capital as social networks at the
individual level. He focused attention on its importance as a resource for social
action. Based on rational choice economic theory, Coleman’s formulation viewed the
actor in terms of being motivated by maximizing benefits. At the same time, Coleman
understood the actor is socialized so that his or her action is “governed by social
norms, rules, and obligations” (1988:95). His theoretical approach introduced social
structure into a rational action paradigm. Coleman defined social capital by its
function:
It is not a single entity but a variety of different entities, with two
elements in common: they all consist of some aspect of social structures, and
they facilitate certain actions of actors – whether persons or corporate actors –
within the structure. Like other forms of capital, social capital is productive,
making possible the achievement of certain ends that in its absence would not
be possible … Unlike other forms of capital, social capital inheres in the
structure of relations between actors and among actors (Coleman 1988:S98).

An underlying premise of social capital is social networks have value and that
investments in social relations “yield expected returns” (Lin, Cook, and Burt 2005:6).
Coleman (1988) remarked on the public good character of social capital, suggesting it
leads to underinvestment because the actor(s) that generates it ordinarily captures
only a small part of its benefits. Social capital is created through changes in social
relations that facilitate action. Organizations brought into existence for one set of
purposes have potential to also aid in others.
While Bourdieu and Coleman conceived of social capital as a resource for
individuals, Putnam (1993; 1995a) defined social capital as the collective value of all
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social networks. Approaching the concept in terms of levels of social and political
trust and membership in social networks and community organizations, he focused on
civic participation at a regional or national level. Operationalized at an aggregate
level, social capital became a property of cities or nations, which had implications for
their economic and political outcomes. Putnam defined social capital as “norms of
reciprocity and networks of civil engagement” that develop through participation in
civil organizations (Putnam et al. 1993:167). Social capital is the whole of
connections among individuals in a community, and civic engagement is the
individual’s connection with the “life of his community.” Putnam (1995b)
emphasized informal forms of social organization, referring to social capital as
“features of social life – networks, norms, and trust—that enable participants to act
together more effectively to pursue shared objectives” (p. 664). Putnam’s central
premise was that a society’s capacity to generate the kinds of voluntary associations
that encourage individuals to cooperate with each other is what sustains participatory
democracy.
According to Putnam (2000), social capital tends to increase with use
(virtuous cycle) and diminish if not used (vicious cycle). Putnam’s 1995 article,
“Bowling Alone,” presented evidence of declining patterns in political participation
and civic engagement in social organizations in contemporary America. Five years
later, his book (Putnam 2000) documented the erosion of “civic community” with an
extensive survey of trends in civic engagement and social capital since the 1960s. The
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goal of this work was to measure and analyze changes in the stock of social capital in
the United States and establish its importance to individual well-being.
Putnam argued that historically the stock of social capital in America has
waxed and waned, and it is within our power to bring about a “revival” in social
capital by creating “new structures and policies (public and private) to facilitate
renewed civic engagement” (2000:403). He noted that over time, some social
organizations have declined with others emerging in their place. Thus, the message
was one of optimism: Social capital changes forms and can be rebuilt.
Putnam (2000) highlighted the importance of social capital to individual wellbeing, examining in particular its implications for education and the welfare of
children, the quality of neighborhood life, economic prosperity, health and happiness,
and especially democracy. He concluded the book by issuing a challenge to renew our
stock of social capital, offering six key arenas he believes deserve special attention:
youth and schools, the workplace, urban and metropolitan design, religion, arts and
culture, and politics and government.
As popular as Putnam’s work became, it was met with challenges. Portes
(2000) argues that in its original conceptualization, both Bourdieu (1986) and
Coleman (1988) perceived social capital as community ties that are important for the
benefits they provided to individuals. Putnam’s (1993; 1995a) new meaning of social
capital allowed for the idea that a community/nation possessed a stock of social
capital. Portes asserts that this transformation of social capital into an attribute of the
community implied that benefits accrued more to the collectivity than to individuals.
48

He (2000) argues Putnam’s conceptualization of social capital is qualitatively distinct
from its original version and raises objections to Putnam’s “conceptual stretch”:
First, the transition of the concept from an individual asset to a community
or national resource was never explicitly theorized, giving rise to the present state
of confusion about the meaning of the term … The heuristic value of the concept
suffers accordingly as it risks becoming synonymous with each and all things that
are positive in social life … Second, causes and effects of social capital as a
collective trait were never disentangled, giving rise to much circular reasoning. At
[the individual] level, the sources of social capital were clearly associated with a
person’s networks … while effects were linked to an array of material and
informational benefits. These were clearly separate and distinct from the
structures that produced them. Collective social capital or civicness lacks this
distinct separation … [It] is said to lead to better governance and more effective
policies, and its existence is simultaneously inferred from the same outcomes …
A third consequence of the shift in definitions of social capital is that it left little
space for the consideration of other possible causes. In particular, the assertion
that generalized “civicness” leads to better political results obscures the
possibility that extraneous causes accounts for both the altruistic behavior of the
populations and the effective character of its government (Portes 2000:3-5).
None the less, Putnam’s social capital framework has made an important
contribution to social research. The seminal works on social capital theory are
summarized in Table 2.4.
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Table 2.4 Seminal Works on Social Capital
Author
(Year)
Bourdieu
(1980)

Coleman
(1988)

Putnam
(1993)

Definition

Level of
Analysis

Economic resources embedded
in social networks. Monetary
and cultural capital investments
are necessary to enable
individual to establish personal
networks and access group
goods. SC is created
intentionally to access economic
capital.

Individual or
small group
(class)

Aspects of social structure
(networks) in the form of
information channels, social
norms, and trust
(obligations/expectations)
available to actors. SC is created
unintentionally as a by-product
of other activities.

Individual,
family, or
community

Networks, norms, and trust
(features of social life) that
facilitate cooperation for mutual
benefits.

Collectivity
community,
region, or
nation

Indicators
Titles/names
Friendships/associations
Memberships
Citizenship

Family size
Parents’ presence in the
home
Mother’s expectations of
child’s education
Family mobility
Church affiliation
Memberships in voluntary
organizations
Newspaper readership
Voting participation

Castle (2002) set forth an interdisciplinary interpretation of social capital
drawing from both economics and sociology. His definition stressed two salient
characteristics of capital. First, capital is useful in either production or consumption
activities, and second, it has the capacity to be used in more than one time period.
“Social” as a modifier of capital introduces aspects of social structure, providing a
means “of bringing communities and other small groups into economic analysis
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consistent with social theory” (Castle 2002:332). Trust, expectations of reciprocity,
and information exchanges are commonly ascribed “social” characteristics of social
capital. Castle (2002:334) argues “that these characteristics in and of themselves do
not constitute social capital.” Castle defined social capital as “the norms and networks
that facilitate collective action.” Castle contends this is a more precise definition
based on what social capital is rather than what it does. More importantly, this
conceptualization is clearly tied to a “useful social consequence” of collective action
(p. 334).
Although each interpretation of social capital features distinguishing
characteristics, all share some very broad understandings. Generally speaking, social
capital represents valuable resources that are embedded in social interaction and
networks. Social capital is goal-oriented and serves as a social control in establishing
norms and standards (Wall et al. 1998). Social capital can be broadly defined as
access to social resources such as trust, social norms, reciprocity, and information
embedded in social relations that facilitate coordination and cooperation for mutual
benefit (Coleman 1988; Paxton 2002; Putnam 1995a; Putnam 2000; Uslaner and
Brown 2005). Social networks are of central importance to social capital because they
provide a mechanism for creating and exchanging social resources such as:
•
•

Trust: Obligations and expectations depend on the trustworthiness of the
social environment guaranteeing that obligations will be repaid. Each actor
within a social structure varies in the actual extent of obligations held.
Social norms and reciprocity: Prescriptive norms that compel an actor to forgo
self-interest and act in the interests of the collectivity may be internalized or
enforced through external rewards and sanctions. Solidarity is achieved
through more civic-minded and outward focus.
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•
•

Information flows: While the acquisition of information is costly, it provides a
basis for action. Individuals may learn about jobs, politics, and private and
public services through social networks.
Collective action: Interaction of diverse people/groups is facilitated, thereby
making it possible to identify common interests and community problems and
take on generalized commitments.

Key Parameters of Social Capital
Social networks, trust, social norms, and information flows are key parameters
of social capital. This section provides a description of network characteristics, along
with a more detailed discussion of trust, norms, and information flows.
Social capital approaches to collective action focus on how social networks
provide resources for individuals to pursue their shared interests. Such resources
lower the costs of working together, and so facilitate cooperation and coordination for
mutual benefit (Pretty and Ward 2001; Rydin and Holman 2004). Lin (2001: Chapter
5) identifies three principle sources of social capital: (1) structural position (i.e., an
actor’s position within hierarchical structure of social stratification), (2) network
location (i.e., an actor’s location in networks and associated features such as
openness/closure, bonding/bridging, and strong/weak ties), and (3) purposes of action
(i.e., instrumental purpose reflecting a gain in resources such as wealth, power, or
reputation, or expressive purpose for maintaining cohesion or well-being). According
to Lin (2001:75), “[m]aintaining resources is the primary motivation for action;
therefore, expressive action is the primary form of action.”
Social networks are composed of actors connected by ties. Granovetter
(1973) recognized that not all connections are equal. He argued that ‘strong’ or
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‘bonding’ ties function to support core (i.e., small) group cohesion. On the other
hand, weak ties can serve a special role in bridging connections outside a core group.
This distinction was important because the character of interpersonal ties determines
the flow of information and influence. Thus, Granovetter argued that the strength of
weak ties (SWT) was in their potential to promote linkages between “otherwise
unconnected segments of a network,” increasing access to information and resources
that are not available within the local group (1983:217). Granovetter (1973) believed
the SWT principle had application at the individual level in terms of increased
mobility opportunities and community integration. Similarly, he argued that weak ties
are crucial to mobilizing for collective action at the community level.
Following Granovetter’s work, scholars have distinguished between bonding
and bridging social capital (Newman and Dale 2005; Putnam 2000). Newman and
Dale (2005) defined bonding social capital as social networks that reinforce exclusive
identities and homogeneous groups. Bonding social capital is formed by repeated and
ongoing personal contacts. Bridging social capital corresponds to Granovetter’s
concept of weak ties. It has value in its potential to connect actors horizontally to
other groups, and vertically to decision makers. In so doing, bridging ties improve
information flows and expand local resource bases (Newman and Dale 2005).
Research suggests that bonding social capital may be more uniform across
neighborhoods of varying socioeconomic status, while bridging social capital appears
to be more prevalent in neighborhoods with higher socioeconomic status (Altschuler,
Somkin, and Adler 2004). In terms of collective action, communities with greater
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bridging social capital are better positioned to mobilize to improve their
neighborhood.
Researchers also distinguish between horizontal and vertical networks, where
horizontal networks “involve agents of equivalent status and power” and vertical
networks “link unequal agents in asymmetric relations of hierarchy and dependence
(Putnam et al. 1993:175). Social networks serve as “forums for thoughtful
deliberation over vital public issues” (Putnam 2000:339). They are most effective
when they are “diverse, inclusive, flexible, horizontal (linking those of similar status),
and vertical (linking those of different status, particularly local organizations…with
external organizations and institutions).” (Flora 1998:493).
Paxton’s (1999) study of voluntary associations examined information, trust,
norms and effective sanctions, authority relations, and the extent of obligation in a
group. Voluntary associations are a focus of social capital theory because citizen's
associations are the basic community organization for empowering individuals and
mobilizing their capacities. Associations are usually a group of people who have
come together with a vision of a common goal. They work collectively to decide on
common problems, share in developing appropriate responses, and take action to
implement the plan and solve the problem.
Trust is a crucial element of social capital (Paxton 1999). Voluntary
associations promote trust among their members through the norms and social
sanctions embedded in their social structures. Influence processes disseminate
attitudes and behavior among individuals throughout the network, establishing norms.
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Paxton emphasized the idea that “shared norms, rules, and interpretations of the world
increase predictability, and therefore trust” for association members (2007:50). In
addition, individuals are more likely to place trust in other members of his or her
association because of the possibilities for sanctioning untrustworthy members.
Paxton focused on understanding generalized trust. She explained that the
creation of generalized trust moves beyond increased trust toward members of some
particular group to explain increased trust of people outside the group. This is an
unspecified assumption in social capital theory. Paxton’s interest was to better
understand how the trust created within an association is translated to more
generalized trust. Paxton believed trust in generalized others was based on socially
learned expectations and norms that shaped people’s understanding of themselves and
others. In addition to trusting friends, neighbors, and institutions, trustors make an
assessment of the trustworthiness of individuals they do not directly know, a
“standard estimate” of the trustworthiness of the average person. This assessment is
predicated on “background expectations” in the form of “shared signals, rules, and
interpretations of the world” which influence the extent to which the world and others
are perceived as predictable (Paxton 2007:48).
Coleman’s conceptualization of social capital emphasized social norms of
self-efficacy. Other social norms such as generalized reciprocity are a key for
Putnam. According to Putnam (2000), they represent a combination of “short-term
altruism” and “long-term self-interest.”

Generalized reciprocity is not based on

personal experience but rather community norms and “rests implicitly on some
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background of shared social networks and expectations” (Putnam 2000:136).
Generalized reciprocity reduces what economists call “transaction costs.” Transaction
costs encompass costs outside the pricing system, such as costs incurred from
acquiring information in order to determine whether one should make a transaction or
exchange. Reduced transaction costs resulting from generalized reciprocity make
society more efficient in the same way that money is more efficient than barter,
provided generalized reciprocity is based in trustworthiness and dense networks of
social exchange (Putnam 2000).

The Relationship Between Social Capital and Environmentalism
Environmental problems are collective action problems. From this viewpoint,
environmental protection requires collective action. While social movement and
social capital perspectives provide theoretical frameworks to understand collective
action, Wakefield et al. (2006:40)

assert that both have “tended to neglect the

relevance of local ecological conditions and local social contexts to civic
participation” In addition, the scholars state that research has “generally failed to
address questions concerning the determinants of environmental action at the
individual level.
Putnam insists that “social movements and social capital are so closely
connected that it is sometimes hard to see which is “the chicken and which is the egg.
Social networks are the quintessential resource of movement organizers” (2000:152).
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He notes that growth in environmental organizations has been among the most
dynamic of the new social movements, experiencing several periods of rapid growth
over the past several decades. Membership in national environmental organizations
exploded over a 40-year span, from about 125,000 in 1960 to 6.5 million in 1990. Yet
Putnam notes this incredible growth did not reflect “a deeper civic consciousness” but
the innovation of direct mail (2000:156). A consequence of this new marketing
strategy was a transformation of voluntary environmental organizations at the
beginning of the modern era of environmentalism in the 1960s into mass-membership
organizations which are qualitatively distinct from classical secondary associations.
Putnam (2000:156) labels the new organizational form “tertiary” organizations and
suggests that membership in them is “essentially an honorific rhetorical device for
fundraising.” Social connectedness is far weaker in tertiary organizations. The vast
majority of members fulfill their obligations by simply writing a check for dues or
perhaps occasionally reading a newsletter. Few ever attend meetings. Most are
unlikely ever (knowingly) to interact with other organization members.
The bond between any two members of the Sierra Club is less like the
bond between any two members of a gardening club and more like the bond
between two Red Sox fans … they root for the same team and they share some of
the same interests, but they are unaware of each other’s existence. Their ties, in
short, are to common symbols, common leaders, and perhaps common ideals, but
not to one another” (Putnam 1995a:70).
Putnam (2000) suggests calling members recruited through direct mail
“donors” or “supporters,” as most do not even see themselves as members. Their
organizational commitment is lower and they drop out more readily, participate in
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fewer organizational activities, and feel less attachment to the group relative to
members who were recruited through face-to-face social networks. Direct-mail
donors are “valued supporters and genuine rooters for environmentalism as a good
cause, but they are not themselves active in the cause” (Putnam 2000:158). Putnam
believes such supporters are more “consumers” than members of a cause.
Along with dramatic changes in their membership base, new social movement
organizations experienced shifts in how internal organizational functions are
performed. Putnam (2000) explains that by the 1970s functions that had traditionally
been performed by the membership base became the responsibility of paid
professional staffs, mass promotion campaigns, philanthropic foundations, and
government

agencies.

“The

era

of

flannel-shirted,

‘Flower

Power’

antiestablishmentarianism has virtually vanished. Today … public interest
organizations are hiring economists, Ivy League lawyers, management consultants,
direct mail specialists, and communications directors” (Putnam 2000:159).
This signals an expected change in course according to Putnam, such that
mature organizations within a political context are playing expected roles. He
(2000:160) concludes that “it may be more efficient technically for us to hire other
people to act for us politically.” Putnam’s (2000:160) argument is not that direct-mail
organizations are “morally evil or politically ineffective” but that these organizations
do not provide social connectedness among members or direct civic engagement.
Only a few major national environmental organizations have state and local
chapters, and in cases where affiliate chapters exist, the formal structures are not
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strong. Putnam briefly entertains the possibility that grassroots environmental
organizations represent a “fundamental change” in environmentalism based on 19931994 General Social Survey data: the GSS reported more than 60 percent of
Americans made an effort to recycle, about half made a financial contribution to an
environmental organization in the previous five years, 30 percent signed a petition
about an environmental issue, and 10 percent reported membership in a
proenvironmental group. Noting that almost half of Americans claimed to have given
money to an environmental group in the previous five years when the combined
membership for all major environmental organizations was only about 8 percent of all
adults, Putnam rejects the claim as “greatly exaggerated” (Putnam 2000:161
footnote53). Putnam’s definition of environmentalism, however, obscures important
features of civic environmentalism. First, his membership count of adults is based
only on membership in national organizations and ignores local membership. Second,
a key resource of grassroots environmental organizations is a reliance on local
knowledge, informal institutions, and trust over financial support.
Buttel (2003:339) states that “the analysis of environmental attitudes and
values on the one hand, and of environmental movements on the other, have
traditionally been presumed to be largely the same subject matter.” However, he
concedes that “the translation of proenvironmental values into concrete social
movements is highly problematic” (p. 339). Furthermore, he believes environmental
reforms can only be achieved within the context of the mainstream environmental
movement because of the weak connection between individual environmental values
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and behavior. The proposed research suggests that Buttel’s conceptualization of
environmental attitudes and behavior as the same subject matter as environmental
movements obscures important social structural characteristics at the local level.
The expectation in the 1960s and 1970s was that political pressure from
environmental organizations would produce needed reforms and ameliorate
environmental problems. By the 1980s and 1990s, it became clear that environmental
protection required more than regulation in the form of national command and control
policies. Sustainable, long-term environmental quality also depends on local citizens
participating and actively involved in preserving, maintaining, and protecting the
environment. This is a basic difference that makes local environmentalism
qualitatively distinct from the mainstream environmental movement. Fundamental
differences between the contemporary environmental movement and local
environmentalism are presented in Table 2.5.
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Table 2.5 Comparison of Ideological Perspectives (adapted from Weber 2000)
Characteristic
Geographic scale
Primary Mission
Philosophy
Primary resources

Contemporary
Environmental Movement
Large-scale
(national/global)
Pollution control, human health,
wilderness
Society is problematic and must
change (ecocentric/biocentric)
Substantial budgets funded by
membership dues, professional
staffs

Local
Environmentalism
Small-scale
(local/community)
Balance of environment,
economy, community
Healthy ecosystem is a
means to community health
(symbiotic sustainability)
Informal institutions, local
knowledge, trust

Ideological differences between the two perspectives are manifested in the
locus of environmental concern, the primary mission and goals, and the types of
resources brought to bear on achieving goals. Local environmentalism emphasizes a
different form of collective action than large-scale mainstream environmental
organizations.
Three types of local grassroots environmental groups are identified in the
literature. The first type, single-issue oppositional groups such as Not In My
Backyard (NIMBY) groups, have received the most attention from researchers. These
groups generally form as a reaction to a local public health threat. The second type,
environmental justice groups, is primarily concerned with local environmental
problems related to human health hazards in poor and minority communities. The
third type of local environmental group reported in the literature is radical, deep
ecology groups. These groups are often characterized by the media as extremists
because they form around ecocentric ideologies and employ direct action tactics
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which may fall outside the legal system (Kempton et al. 2001:560). Preliminary
research on characteristics of local environmental groups suggests these groups are
far more numerous and considerably more diverse than has been reflected in the
literature (Kempton et al. 2001:557). Extrapolation of inventory estimates for the
Delmarva Peninsula, which occupies portions of Delaware, Maryland, and Virginia,
and for the state of North Carolina indicates that there are between 16,000 to 30,000
active local groups in the United States. A subset of “core” members of these
organizations is estimated to range from between 265,000 and 290,000 members
nationally. This figure is more than 50 times the number of professional staff
members of all national environmental organizations. These findings point to a need
for greater attention to the diversity of local environmental groups and their
importance.
Kempton et al.’s (2001:563) census broadly defined local environmental
groups as those that were “concerned about the relationship between humans and the
world around them.” The group’s genesis could have been initiated by a concerned
citizen, larger national organization, government agency, or high school teacher
pursuing curriculum goals. Examples of local groups include high school
environmental clubs, Professional Bowhunters Society, Carolina Bird Club,
Concerned Citizens of Rutherford, Nanticoke Watershed Protection Committee, and
Green Delaware. These local environmental groups engaged in a broad range of
political, consumer, restorative, and educational issues and activities. The point is that
participation in local social networks such as these improves civic skills which enable
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local actors to recognize the public good nature of the environment and the necessity
of collective action to achieve environmental quality. A U.S. analysis concluded that
civic skills acquired through an individual’s participation in a variety of social groups
translates as social capital in the context of environmental behavior (Lubell 2002).
More generally, social networks provide other resources such as trust,
information, and social norms and values that facilitate environmentalism. First,
environmental concern depends upon information flows. Trust in various information
sources is an important indicator of environmental awareness. Environmental groups,
government agencies, business and industry, the media, and university research
programs provide information on environmental issues, and the information
frequently targets different audiences. Citizens often confront competing and
contradictory information on environmental issues because of the variability of the
construction of environmental issues by different organizations (Brulle 1995;
Hannigan 1995).
Second, channels of information dissemination play an important role in
shaping environmentalism. Knowledge networks build on existing social networks.
The two forms are linked. However, it is not clear that a causal relationship exists
(Fesenmaier and Contractor 2001). Scientific and public policy innovations
concerning the sources of environmental problems and individual and societal
responses are disseminated through two primary channels of communication: (1) the
mass media and (2) interpersonal channels. According to Lin and Burt (1975), mass
media are efficient in transmitting information about news events and innovations to a
63

target population. On the other hand, people in one’s social network – neighbors,
relatives, friends, and co-workers – are influential in the adoption of innovations.
Issue awareness and information are pre-requisites for public participation in
local environmental decision making (Laurian 2003). Laurian found that newspapers
and social networks increased a resident’s awareness of local issues, but failed to
disseminate detailed information. Her analysis concluded that support of community
mobilization efforts were necessary to increase awareness and information levels,
thereby fostering participation.
Environmental attitudes and concern also depend on social norms. Social
norms help to shape people’s perceptions of environmental quality and environmental
problems. For example, self-efficacy (e.g., a general sense of capacity for effecting
one’s life situation) and a value-rational, pro social disposition (as opposed to a
purpose-rational or cost-benefit disposition) are social norms that are expected to
influence environmental attitudes and concern. If there is a sense of unfairness in a
community or citizens do not feel they have power, they will feel weak and helpless
and be less likely to form pro-environmental attitudes and concern. Likewise,
individuals living in communities where individualism is strong will be less
compelled to act from a sense of duty or honor or for the purpose of a cause.
The social norm of reciprocity relates directly to the public good nature of
environmental quality and the free-rider problem. A feeling of obligation toward the
cause of environmentalism among the public is key. Individuals’ perceptions of their
group provide a social context to addressing free-rider problems inherent in public
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goods. In particular, the following group orientations help to overcome free-rider
problems:
1. There is an abiding sense of group fate.
2. There is a belief in the viability of group actions as a strategy.
3. Individuals cannot distinguish themselves from other group members in
terms of their capacity to contribute.
4. Personal ties among group members are sufficiently dense to activate
group obligations in the face of free-rider impulses (Schwartz and Shuva
1992)
Research findings indicate that environmental attitudes and concern are fairly
weak predictors of proenvironmental behavior. Maslow (1943) noted that behavior is
determined by more than just motivations, pointing to biological, cultural, and
situational determinants. Social capital provides a framework for understanding the
situational (i.e., social) context of environmental behavior. Social capital resources
facilitate interaction of diverse people and groups in identifying environmental
interests and coalescing around them with generalized commitments. Lower costs of
collective action facilitate mutually beneficial cooperation and coordination.
Prescriptive norms compel an actor to forgo self-interest and act in the interests of the
collectivity.
Researchers have used social capital to analyze environmental group
formation and collective action in recent studies. For example, in a cross-national
study, Pretty and Ward (2001) link social and human capital formation in rural
communities with improvement in natural capital. Their review of the rural
development literature found that people are more likely to sustain natural resource
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management programs when they are “well organized in groups, and their knowledge
is sought, incorporated, and built upon during planning and implementation” (Pretty
and Ward 2001:210). Another cross-national study found that pro-environmental
attitudes and behavioral intentions to pay higher taxes to protect the natural
environment are positively associated with attitudes toward civic cooperation (Owen
and Videras 2006).
A Canadian study found that factors related to the visibility, duration, and
intensity of environmental pollution in a locality, along with social capital indicators
were stronger, more consistent predictors of civic environmentalism than
sociodemographic or neighborhood factors. The study conceptualized social capital as
a sense of civic responsibility and social trust (Wakefield et al. 2006). Of particular
interest, lack of trust in government was found to be a strong predictor of
participation in group civic action, such as attending public meetings or public
protests about a local environmental issue. Social network characteristics, such as
helping neighbors and membership in an environmental group, were also strong
predictors of civic environmental action.

Spatial Context
Rural-Urban Differences
This section considers the spatial effect of rural and urban context on social
capital. A conventional framework to study spatial context is the rural-urban
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continuum (RUC) which differentiates rural and urban settings along three
dimensions: ecological, occupational, and sociocultural (Willits and Beale 1967). The
ecological dimension measures the distribution of people in a geographic space (i.e.,
population size and density). The occupational dimension represents employment
patterns and occupational structure. Finally, the sociocultural dimension reflects
shared values and indicates patterns of social interaction. Rural settings are anchored
in traditional values; urban settings are more open to new ideas.
While America is a predominantly urban society, rural people and
communities play important roles (Brown and Swanson 2003). The rural population
constitutes about 20 percent of the national population, with a total of 56 million
people residing in rural areas (Brown and Swanson 2003). Rural areas have smaller
and less concentrated populations, while urban areas have larger and more
concentrated populations.
Economic roles of rural areas are of vital national importance, with about 75
percent of U.S. counties considered nonmetro. Rural economies are more dependent
on low-paying services, manufacturing, and extractive industries than urban
economies. The occupational structure and employment patterns in rural areas are
often tied to natural resource repositories. Natural resources (energy, metals, soil,
water, timber, wildlife habitat, open space, viewscapes) provide the base economy for
many rural communities through employment in extractive industries (i.e.,
agriculture, mining, forestry, fishing, and recreation). A traditional assumption has
been that natural resource extraction not only represented a vitally important
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economic activity to the nation, but was the engine of growth for a place/region as
backward (equipment and services) and forward (processing and marketing) linkages
developed (Humphrey 1994). Theoretical and empirical work raises serious questions
about these assumptions which have implications for social capital development in
these areas. The long-term sustainability of the nation’s natural resource base affects
and is affected by local and extra-local institutions and social organization. Being
economically dependent upon natural resources might constitute an economic
disadvantage in terms of community viability.
Freudenburg

(1992)

suggested

that

building

the

economies

of

remote/peripheral regions on a base of extractive industries such as mining, forestry,
fishing, or recreation may be less likely to lead to economic development than
economic addiction. Extractive industries become addictive activities and lead to
resource exhaustion (Catton 1980). This is problematic because of the potential for
economic decline when reserves are exhausted. Freudenburg (1992) argued that
economic hardship is possible before reserves are depleted because of a cost-price
squeeze pattern (where costs of extraction tend to increase, while global commodity
prices tend to decrease over time).
Furthermore, product differentiation and new capital investment are the only
antidotes to the extractive industry addiction, but are not feasible or likely because
local firms lack access to capital and corporate resources are more likely to be spent
on new unexploited reserves than on upgrading older facilities. Susceptibility to
addictive activities includes conditions such as: (1) the more remote a reserve, the
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larger the deposit needs to be, and the bigger the profits need to be to attract
investment; (2) the more remote the region, the greater the imbalance of negotiating
power between local and outside interests, and the less advantageous the venture is
for the local community; and (3) the less opportunity for local economic
diversification the more susceptible the community is to addiction. The net result of
these conditions is widespread subsidies to corporate businesses from small
communities and local debt.
Increasingly, the forces that buffet rural communities are far broader than
those that originate within or can be controlled by the communities themselves. As
noted, changes in the global economic system (i.e., globalization) place rural
communities at a disadvantage because these economies are dominated by
commodities that have close substitutes in other countries. As the value of the dollar
increases, rural exports decrease (Barkley 1993). Hence, policy recommendations
emphasize comprehensive rural development approaches which address both local
and extra-local dimensions of the resource dependency cycle. In terms of its impact
on social capital, the occupational structure of rural economies tends to be less
diverse, less skilled, and less integrated into extra-local networks. At the same time,
rural economies are more likely to be comprised of rigid networks and hold positions
of dependence, limiting their access to external resources.
Globalization also triggered a shift in manufacturing jobs from rural U.S.
locations to third world countries (Barkley 1993). Industrial restructuring reflects a
permanent structural change rather than a temporary episodic or cyclical event. The
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rural employment shift from manufacturing to the services sector resulted in greater
income inequality between metro and nonmetro areas (Tolbert and Lyson 1992).
Equity issues are especially important to rural areas since some of the nation’s
most chronically depressed areas are rural, and rural people have a higher likelihood
of being poor than urban residents. During the last 100 years, most research on
poverty has focused on urban slums, explaining the persistence of poverty from either
a cultural perspective that blames individuals or a social perspective that blames the
social and economic system. However, in recent years, scholars have begun to
explore the social context of poverty where these two dimensions intersect.
According to Duncan (1996), social class context refers to how the class
structure in a community shapes individuals opportunities for mobility and prospects
for community development. Social class context can be defined as the character or
relations between classes that emerges from a given social class structure. It shapes
opportunities for both structural and social-psychological mobility and determines
prospects for change and development. In communities where there is a large, stable
middle class, the middle class can serve as a social buffer in poor neighborhoods
because it invests in public, community-wide institutions, making social relations and
social institutions more inclusive where they cross class boundaries. Within this
social structure, the poor are not isolated from other classes. They have access to
informal networks for work and contact with role models that participate in
mainstream community life. Duncan (1996) argues that social capital in the form of
networks of trust and habits of cooperation and participation is rich in this context. It
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facilitates individual mobility because the poor are participating in community life
and included in social activities with the non-poor.
On the other hand, Duncan (1996) states that within a rigidly stratified social
structure, the poor are completely dependent on the wealthy, who maintain their
privilege through control over labor and most social institutions that affect the poor.
The elite deny opportunities to workers whose dependency supports their own wellbeing, and they resist changes that would undermine their power. Given this social
structure, the poor have no opportunities to improve their status, and their limited
prospects instill them with feelings of powerlessness and discourage any desire for
achievement and individual mobility. Everyday interaction reminds them of their
place at the bottom.
Scholars have offered two general explanations for inequality in social capital:
(1) disadvantaged structural positions within social networks and (2) the tendency for
social interaction to occur primarily between members of the same group (Lin 2000).
Empirical studies demonstrate “Cross-group ties facilitate access to better resources
and better outcomes for members of the disadvantaged group. Nevertheless, such ties
are the exception rather than the rule; homophily and structural constraints reduce the
likelihood of establishing such ties for most of the disadvantaged members” (Lin
2000:787).
The structure of personal networks is affected by spatial context (Beggs,
Haines, and Hurlbert 1996). Beggs et al. (1996) contrasted network characteristics
along a rural-urban typology. They predicted that compared to their urban
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counterparts, personal networks in rural settings: (1) contain more intense ties
(intimate, frequent, and enduring), (2) contain more multiplex (multiple resources)
and more multi-stranded (multiple roles) ties, (3) are based on kinship and
neighborhood solidarities rather than friendship, (4) are smaller, (5) are denser, and
(6) are more homogeneous. The research findings were generally consistent with the
rural-urban directional predictions. Beggs et al. (1996) concluded that demographic
and cultural variation across nonmetropolitan localities and between metropolitan and
nonmetropolitan areas structures social interaction. Notably, metropolitan areas
provide a more diverse group of contacts, resulting in higher levels of social capital
for urban residents than rural residents. In particular, fewer secondary contacts
produce fewer ties with extralocal entities. This diminishes the capacity of local
institutions in a rural setting to meet the daily needs of people in that locality. In
terms of social interaction, locality is more than simply a geographic setting of social
life. Fundamentally, it is “the spatial manifestation of a fundamental organization”
which gives shape to social interaction and interdependencies among people
(Wilkinson 1991:53).
In summary, understanding the influence of rural-urban context on
environmentalism and social capital requires an understanding of the social,
economic, and political dimensions of rural life. While it is important to keep in mind
the diversity of rural communities, spatial context generally suggests different
industrial bases, different environmental problems, and different patterns of social
interaction. Rurality itself, along with inequality and exploitation are barriers to
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collective action (Wilkinson 1991). Wilkinson (1991) insists that without collective
action a community cannot negotiate with the outside world. In such situations the
community lacks agency.

Regional Differences
Odum’s (1936) Southern Regions of the United States was the first major
contribution to regionalism as a theoretical framework (Hoffsommer 1936). Odum
(1945) recognized the historical and theoretical importance of geographic regions as
subjects of scientific investigation and as mechanisms for planning. His framework
used sources of wealth and social forces to explain regional variation. He argued that
wealth in terms of natural and human resources and social forces such as tradition,
opinion, conflict, transportation systems, and folkways shaped distinct regional
subcultures. Furthermore, “differences between regional subcultures are often
expressed through behaviors, personalities, or attitudes, which are often the focus
when comparing Southern and non-Southern cultures” (Carter and Borch 2005).
Regional variation in environmentalism demonstrates that the diffusion of
environmental values is not uniform across the nation. Hays (1989:41) analyzed
Congressional voting patterns in the 1970s and early 1980s and found that the regions
of strongest environmental support were ones with a history of urbanization “where
urban demands had influenced the course of politics for many years.” Regions
dominated by rural influences and extractive industries exhibited the lowest levels of
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environmental support. The Northeast and the Pacific Coast regions had the greatest
environmental activity, while the Great Plains and the South experienced the least.
Rural-urban differences in environmentalism were evident even within these regions.
Hays confirmed and further explored these regional patterns by examining
citizen organizations and activities, state governmental agencies and state legislatures,
state public opinion polls, and printed media. According to Hays, lower
environmental concern in the South is associated with the region’s agricultural base,
the persistence of rural attitudes and institutions, and less cosmopolitan values arising
from slower urbanization. Hays (1989:52) concluded that the close connection
between levels of environmental support and levels of urbanization (1) reflected a
cultural value change of “advanced industrial and consumer society,” (2) differences
in environmental values were evident in older and newer demographic groups, older
and newer cities, and older and newer regions, and (3) the positive expression of
environmental values was related to the proximity of natural amenities, which he
believed

served

as

“reference

points

for

action,

baselines

from

which

environmentalists” garnered support. Subsequent research found that the strongest
environmental support in state legislatures came from cities and the weakest came
from rural areas (Hays and Tarr 1998). Legislators serving rural constituencies were
more likely to reject legislation that constrained development opportunities, such as
pollution control and protection of natural resources. On the other hand, rural
legislators were also more likely to vote against large-scale projects, such as major
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industrial projects, utility rights-of-way, and waste disposal facilities, which they
believed imposed costs on their constituents.
Hays and Tarr (1998) followed the development of environmental trends in
the West, noting the considerable strength and influence environmental objectives
have had in reshaping public attitudes. An influx of new residents with
proenvironmental attitudes has evolved into an “indigenous environmental
constituency” of local and statewide groups. These groups are able to act collectively
in working with federal agencies and in challenging the old extractive industrial base
by redefining natural resources as more than material commodities alone. A “New
Environmental West” has emerged in which the environment itself is a natural
resource and valued for its potential to enhance individual and regional standards of
living.

Social Capital Implications for Environmental Policy
To preserve, maintain, and protect the environment, public policies must be
developed which promote local agency. Since its inception in 1970, the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has relied on a command-and-control
approach at the national and regional levels to achieve environmental regulation.
These strategies are proving necessary but not sufficient. A high level of
environmental quality also requires collective action of local populations. Research
on public engagement and the environment in the United States suggests “that
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investment in social capital is a viable strategy to promote civically-based
environmental initiatives” (Parisi et al. 2004:108).
A shift from environmental regulation dominated by a vertical stove-pipe
hierarchy to a more horizontal partnership approach in which local populations
participate in environmental improvement and protection is more likely to assure
sustainability of environmental quality. Such an approach focuses attention on the
local social structure and its capacity for collective action.
Wilson (Wilson 1997:747) argues that “social capital is essential for
maintaining and enhancing the value of public goods” because by their very nature
the value of public goods is diminished by the pursuit of individual self-interest.
Wilson asserts that cooperation and trust (i.e., social capital) are necessary to preserve
the value of public goods such as environmental quality. While the concept of social
capital has become popular in American public policy, social theorists have cautioned
against a one-sided picture of social capital. There is a “downside” of social capital.
As Portes and Landolt (Portes and Landolt 1996) point out, tightly integrated groups
have potential to produce “public bads” (e.g., antisocial norms and gang activities) as
well as public goods. In addition, the same strong ties that benefit members of a
particular group often enable the group to exclude outsiders.
Newman and Dale (2005) argue that agency is the necessary force behind
social action, and without power there can be no agency. They consider the capacity
of individuals to plan and initiate action (i.e., actor agency) to be a precursor to
activating social capital. Newman and Dale (2005) believe that bonding social capital
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is beneficial to the extent that it leads to greater levels of trust. However, the scholars
argue that bonding social capital can have detrimental effects that can hinder
innovation. They point to three negative effects of social capital. First, it can cut off
actors from needed information. Second, it can impose social norms that discourage
innovation. Third, it can lead to resistance of new people, information, and ideas. On
the other hand, they see bridging social capital as a means by which individuals can
access outside information and adjust social norms with external support. According
to Newman and Dale (2005), focusing public policy on the local social structure with
an aim for the right mix of bonding and bridging ties has potential to encourage local
agency. Specific policy strategies include providing new information sources and
facilitating linkages between various groups and levels of government.
Taylor (1996) uses a social capital framework to define good government,
arguing that good government requires a cooperative approach to hierarchical
government. Provided that government intervention is aimed to assist people in
achieving their common purposes by overcoming collective action problems,
cooperative hierarchies can help people to help themselves. Contrasted with coercive,
top-down hierarchies, cooperative hierarchies are characterized by a recognition and
respect for the capacity of subordinates to play a role in directing their own behavior.
Taylor (1996) defines this capacity found in local community, networks, and
organizations as horizontal social capital. In addition, cooperative hierarchical
approaches feature long-term, repeated interaction, cooperation, reciprocity and trust
describe as vertical social capital. Thus, good government is supported by the
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important roles played by horizontal and vertical social capital. Unfortunately,
scholars have paid little attention to how institutional arrangements affect levels of
social capital (Schneider et al. 1997 ).
How local organizations relate to each other and to the larger society is an
important area of research for rural sociologists and, in particular, community
scholars. Parisi et al. (2003:216) use the concept of environmental democracy to
describe “networks of association across federal, state, and local organizations that
facilitate coordination and cooperation for promoting community oriented collective
actions toward the environment.”
Drawing on 15 years of research on rural communities, Flora and Flora
(1993:49) assert that social infrastructure is “the key to linking individual leadership
to physical infrastructure.” Warner (1999) also reports important links between social
capital and the productivity and efficiency of community services. These authors
conclude that strong social capital at the community level supports both formal and
informal decision-making processes and stimulates public involvement.
When implementation of government programs depends more on mobilizing
policy stakeholders and less on authority and control, social capital becomes key to
success. According to Schneider and Ingram (1990:517), capacity-building policy
tools are appropriate where a target population may “lack sufficient resources or
support (financial, organizational, social, political) to carry out [policy activity] with a
reasonable probability of success.” A critical assumption of this type of policy tool
(i.e., voluntary education and technical assistance programs) is that potential target
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populations will welcome the information and assistance. Whether this is a valid
expectation is questionable, as such an assumption requires a high degree of trust
(Baron, Field, and Schuller 2002).
According to Sabatier et al. (2005), the decline of social capital and negative
perceptions of government performance over the past four decades has contributed to
a general decline in social trust. Sabatier et al. (2005) posit two dimensions of trust:
“social trust” and “official trust.” “Social trust” is reflected in the stakeholders’
judgments of the trustworthiness of other stakeholders, while “official trust” is
discerned by stakeholders’ judgments of the trustworthiness of policy officials. Social
trust is influenced by the stakeholder’s own and his/her perception of others’
willingness to cooperate in the policy process, or a more generalized trust. Official
trust is influenced primarily by the stakeholder’s perception of how well policy
officials honor their responsibility to act as stewards of stakeholders’ interests, or
their trust in government.
Understanding environmentalism within the context of a social capital
framework can assist policy makers to design, promote, and implement technical
assistance and educational programs. For example, in developing the Clean Water
Action Plan of 1998, the United State Department of Agriculture and the United
States Environmental Protection Agency called for a new collaborative approach to
watershed protection. Interest in a collaborative approach emerged in large part
because of dissatisfaction with the inability of regulatory policy to deal with nonpoint
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source pollution (Sabatier et al. 2005). As watershed management shifts from a topdown, agency-dominated approach to a more collaborative bottom-up approach in
which face-to-face interaction, negotiation, and problem solving become central, the
value of social capital increases.
Knopman, Susman, and Landy (1999) also argue that the more complex and
often diffuse environmental problems of today demand new tools of engagement.
They point to the interplay of public values and private property rights often apparent
in land-use conflicts. Civic environmentalism provides more flexible and
collaborative solutions for situations in which top-down regulation loses broad public
support.

Summary and Conceptual Framework
This analysis of environmentalism and social capital links long-term
environmental quality to the ability of local citizens to engage in collective action. On
their own, top-down government regulations have not produced needed
environmental protection and reforms. The growth of civic environmentalism shifts
attention to the potential for local collective action and place-based policies to address
environmental quality. The ability of individuals to come together to identify issues,
develop common interests, and engage in collective action hinges on the social and
spatial context in which individuals are situated.
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The present study highlights social context using a social capital framework.
Current literature clearly shows there is a link between social capital and the ability of
people to engage in locally-oriented environmental actions. It is, however, less clear
whether the influence of social capital on environmentalism is different between rural
and urban populations and across geographic regions. This is the focus of the present
study.
Environmentalism delineates a broad spectrum of proenvironmenal attitudes,
concern, and behavior. The present study analyzes each aspect of environmentalism
separately. Conceptually, the study draws upon current theoretical models and
frameworks for understanding environmentalism. Researchers generally treat
environmental attitudes as synonymous with environmental concern. Researchers
take two general approaches to conceptualizing the expression of environmental
concern. The first is a theoretical approach in which environmental concern is
expressed in terms of an individual’s attitudes, beliefs, and knowledge. The second is
a policy-oriented approach that examines public opinion on environmental issues.
The present study builds on these two approaches by including separate measures for
environmental

attitudes

and

environmental

concern,

and

then

grounds

environmentalism in social and spatial context. Environmental attitudes are framed
within a theoretical ‘belief system’ or ecological worldview based on the New
Ecological Paradigm (NEP). Environmental concern is conceptualized in terms of
‘policy preferences’ based on willingness-to-pay indicators. Environmental behavior
is defined as non-activist pro-environmental activities in the public sphere. These
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activities reflect a less intense level of commitment than political activism, but
indicate a sense of personal obligation and support.
Individual level sociodemographic and social-psychological correlates of
environmentalism allude to broad beliefs about society, but they do not explain how
shared values arise and empower individuals for collective action. Contextual factors
of public support for environmental quality point to interpersonal influences and
expectations stemming from social settings and networks. My focus is on the
potential for individual level social capital to promote individual and community
well-being by facilitating social connectedness to protect, maintain, and improve the
environment.
Social capital represents access to resources embedded in social networks.
Networks are formed by patterns of social interaction. Different patterns of
interaction produce different network characteristics. Social networks play a primary
role in the formation of social capital, as mechanisms for creating and exchanging
resources that facilitate coordination and cooperation. Key parameters of social
capital include trust, social norms, and information channels. Social capital resources
facilitate interaction of diverse people and groups in identifying environmental
interests and coalescing around them with generalized commitments.
It is critical to understand the extent to which levels of social capital influence
the ability of local populations to come together to act to protect, maintain, and
improve the quality of the environment. Capacity for collective action is conditioned
by the spatial context in which individuals are situated. Spatial context is
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conceptualized in terms of rural-urban differences along three dimensions: ecological,
occupational, and sociocultural. The ecological dimension reflects differences in
population size and density. The occupational dimension traces differences in
industrial bases and economic opportunities. The sociocultural dimension is
indicative of differences in values and patterns of social interaction. These differences
converge as barriers to collective action in rural areas. In urban settings, ecological
and socioeconomic conditions favor the emergence and development of social capital.
In contrast, sparsely populated areas and areas with poor socioeconomic conditions
undermine the emergence and development of social capital. Regional variation in
environmentalism adds another dimension to understanding the influence of spatial
context on environmental concern and action.
Social capital provides a policy framework to engage individuals at the local
level in community, state, and national networks to facilitate coordination and
cooperation in protecting, maintaining, and improving the local environment. Social
capital however, is not a panacea. Even in settings where social capital appears
robust, the nature of social relations may yield negative consequences for some
groups. Critiques of social capital expose a downside, pointing to qualitative
differences in bonding and bridging social capital. An appropriate mix of bonding and
bridging social capital has potential to promote local agency.
The objective of this study is to examine how social capital differentially
influences environmental attitudes, concern, and behavior (i.e., environmentalism) net
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of demographic and economic characteristics across rural and urban populations and
across geographic regions (see Figure 2.1).
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Figure 2.1 Detailed Conceptual Model

The analysis examines the extent to which spatial context moderates the
influence of social capital on environmentalism. In particular, the study examines the
influence of trust in environmental information sources, social norms of self-efficacy,
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reciprocity, and value-rational disposition, and network characteristics on
environmental attitudes, concern, and behavior for rural and urban populations. The
following research hypotheses are proposed:

H1:

Social capital is positively related to environmental attitudes, concern,
and behavior.

H2:

The relationship between social capital and environmentalism is
moderated by spatial context.

Public goods such as the environment depend on settings that promote the
formation of social capital and collective action. The concept of social capital has
potential to advance research on environmentalism by grounding trust in information
sources, norms, and values in social relations in a way that highlights how aspects of
the local social structure facilitate collective action directed toward protecting,
maintaining, and improving environmental quality.

86

CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY

Introduction
The objective of this study is to examine the influence of social capital on
environmentalism in spatial context. A link between social capital and
environmentalism is clearly demonstrated in the literature. The focus here is to
examine the extent to which the influence of social capital on environmental attitudes,
concern, and behavior is different between rural and urban populations and across
geographic regions. This chapter begins with a brief description of the data. Next,
conceptual definitions for the dependent and independent variables are provided, and
the measures are operationalized. The chapter concludes with an overview of the
analytical strategy to address the main research questions.
Two main research questions are addressed: (1) To what extent does social
capital account for differences in people’s environmental attitudes, concern, and
behavior? (2) To what extent is the influence of social capital on environmentalism
contingent upon spatial context? In particular, the influence of trust in environmental
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information sources, social norms of self-efficacy, reciprocity, and value-rational
disposition, along with social network characteristics of non-activists are examined
for rural and urban residents and across geographic regions.
The research objective is accomplished using data from the 2000 General
Social Survey (GSS) International Social Survey Program (ISSP) Environment II
Module for the United States. This dataset provides data on individual demographic
and economic characteristics, as well as social capital factors (trust in information
sources, social norms, and social networks) and environmental attitudes, concern, and
behavior in the United States.

Data
The General Social Survey (GSS) monitors social, cultural, and political
stability and change in the United States. For almost 35 years (1972-2006), the GSS
has gathered data on attitudes, behavior, and demographic characteristics of the adult
U.S. population and made the data widely available to a broad-based user community.
The GSS grew out of the social indicators movement, which was an interdisciplinary
effort in the late 1960s to develop sociological and psychological counterparts to
economic indicators (Davis and Smith 2007).
With the major goal of serving as a social indicator and data diffusion
program (Smith 1980:389), the GSS is of special interest to researchers, teaching
faculty in colleges and universities, undergraduate and graduate students, business
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and corporate planners, journalists, and public officials. The GSS is the most
frequently analyzed source of information in the social sciences with the exception of
the U.S. Census (http://www.norc.org/projects/General+Social+Survey.htm).
The GSS is an almost annual omnibus personal interview survey. It is
conducted by the National Opinion Research Center (NORC), an independent, notfor-profit research center founded in 1941 and affiliated with the University of
Chicago. The GSS receives financial support from the National Science Foundation
(NSF) and private sources. The sampling and field methods make the GSS a “very
high quality survey” (Davis and Smith 1992:1). Each GSS is an independently drawn
full probability sample of approximately 1,500 English-speaking adults (over the age
of 18) living in non-institutional quarters in the United States. NORC is one of the
few survey organizations with a national sample frame and a national, in-person
interviewing staff. Between 120-140 field staff work on the GSS each year (Davis
and Smith 1992:47). Interviewers receive NORC general training and GSS project–
specific training. A number of monitoring and validation procedures are in place, and
data quality checks are routine. Survey response rates reached around 80 percent until
the early 1990s when response rates experienced a steady decrease to only 70 percent
in the 2000 survey (Davis and Smith 2007, Appendix A). The GSS is disseminated
through the Inter-university Consortium for Political and Social Research (ICPSR)
and The Roper Center, two main survey archives in the United States.
The GSS has taken part in the International Social Survey Program (ISSP)
since the program’s inception in 1983. The ISSP is an ongoing annual cross-national
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survey program. A consortium of social scientists from 43 countries around the world
develops substantive modules dealing with important areas of social research. The
ISSP includes core background variables and asks an identical battery of substantive
questions in all countries; the U.S. version of these questions is incorporated into the
GSS.
In this study I use the Environment II Module conducted in 2000 for two
reasons. First, the module includes the most recent data available on measures of
environmentalism as defined in this study. Second, my research focus is to understand
implications of social capital in facilitating civic environmentalism in the United
States, a phenomenon that was just beginning to emerge in the 1990s. The dataset
provides an appropriate setting for empirical tests of the main research questions
regarding

differential

impacts

of

social

capital

and

spatial

context

on

environmentalism using a national cross-sectional sample. The sampling unit was
households, and respondents were identified using the Kish grid selection method.
Kish grid selection is a widely used technique in survey research that provides an
interviewer with rules for selecting a respondent from among multiple household
residents. The technique ensures that all members of the household have an equal
chance of selection (Kish 1949).
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Measurements
Dependent Variables
The analysis is designed to study the influence of social capital on three
different dependent variables: environmental attitudes, environmental concern, and
environmental behavior. Several questions were used to create a composite measure
for each dependent variable. This section discusses the questionnaire items used to
construct the indexes. Chapter Four provides additional information on the
procedures used to create the dependent variables.

Environmental Attitudes
Environmental attitudes are based on an ecological worldview conceptualized
in terms of the New Environmental (or Ecological) Paradigm (NEP) scale (Dunlap
and Van Liere 1978; Dunlap et al. 2000). Research has identified three dimensions of
the NEP: (1) limits to growth, (2) balance of nature, and (3) dominion over nature.
The following questionnaire items were used as NEP proxies to operationalize an
environmental attitudes scale. (1) Limits to growth is operationalized with the
question, “We worry too much about the future of the environment and not enough
about prices and jobs today.” (2) Balance of nature is operationalized with the
question, “People worry too much about human progress harming the environment.”
(3) Human dominion is operationalized with the question, “There are more important
things to do in life than protect the environment.” The more strongly a respondent
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disagreed with these statements the more he or she exhibited proenvironmental
attitudes (see Table 3.1). Responses were reverse coded so that the most
proenvironmental responses were scored the highest.

Environmental Concern
Environmental concern is conceptualized in terms of willingness-to-pay
(WTP) for environmental protection (Xiao and Dunlap 2007). The GSS data includes
three WTP questions related to public sphere activities: higher prices, higher taxes,
and accept cuts in standard of living. Responses on each of these questions were
reverse coded so that 1 expresses the least willingness to pay and 5 expresses the
most willingness to pay (see Table 3.1).

Environmental Behavior
Environmental behavior is defined as non-activist behavior following Stern’s
(2000) conceptualization of environmental citizenship, with 37 respondents who
reported participating in a demonstration omitted from the analysis. Non-activist
environmental behavior is operationalized using three questions: (1) Are you a
member of any group whose main aim is to preserve or protect the environment? (2)
In the last 5 years have you signed a petition about an environmental issue? (3) In the
last 5 years have you given money to an environmental group? These responses were
recoded so that a zero (0) corresponds to no reported environmentally significant
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behavior and 1 corresponds to reported environmentally significant behavior (see
Table 3.1).
Environmental attitudes, concern, and behavior each represents a different
aspect of environmentalism. These three dependent variables attempt to capture the
various

conceptualizations

of

environmentalism

found

in

the

literature:

Environmental attitudes measures are grounded in a worldview; environmental
concern measures are policy-oriented; and environmental behavior measures are
reported actions. These measures are summarized in Table 3.1.

Table 3.1 Dependent Variables and Coding
Dependent Variable
Environmental Attitudes
Limits to Growth
Balance of Nature
Human Dominion
Environmental Concern
WTP Higher Prices
WTP Higher Taxes
WTP Cuts in Standard of Living
Environmental Behavior
Group Membership
Signed Petition
Contributed Financial Support

Coding
1 Strongly Agree (least proenvironmental)
5 Strongly Disagree (most proenvironmental)
1 Strongly Agree (least proenvironmental)
5 Strongly Disagree (most proenvironmental)
1 Strongly Agree (least proenvironmental)
5 Strongly Disagree (most proenvironmental)
1 Not At All Willing (least proenvironmental)
5 Very Willing (most proenvironmental)
1 Not At All Willing (least proenvironmental)
5 Very Willing (most proenvironmental)
1 Not At All Willing (least proenvironmental)
5 Very Willing (most proenvironmental)
0 No 1 Yes
0 No 1 Yes
0 No 1 Yes
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Independent Variables
The study includes three sets of independent variables: socioeconomic
variables, social capital indicators, and spatial context to explain environmentalism.

Socioeconomic Variables
Seven socioeconomic variables were included to control for demographic and
economic

characteristics

of

respondents

(see

Table

3.2).

Socioeconomic

characteristics related to environmentalism included age, gender, race, religious
preference, education, income, and political views. Age was measured as a
continuous ratio variable for age of respondent. Gender was recoded as a
dichotomous variable, where 0 = male and 1 = female. Race was recoded as a set of
dummy variables with white as the reference category. Religious preference was
recoded as a set of dummy variables with the following categories: Protestant,
Catholic, Jewish, Other, and None as the reference category. Education was recoded
as a dummy variable, with less than high school as the reference group and high
school, junior college, bachelor degree, and graduate degree as the other categories.
Respondent’s income was recoded as a set of dummy variables with less than $15,000
as the reference category, $15,000 to $30,000, $31,000 to $50,000, and greater than
$50,000 as income categories. Political views were operationalized using
respondent’s perception of his or her political views, along a continuum from
extremely conservative to extremely liberal. This measure of liberalism was first
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reverse coded so that the most liberal political views were scored the highest, and
then recoded to create a set of dummy variables: conservative (extremely
conservative and conservative), moderate (slightly conservative, moderate, and
slightly liberal), and liberal (liberal and extremely liberal).

Social Capital Variables
Social capital (SC) variables are based on Coleman’s (1988) conceptualization
of social capital at the individual level. Coleman’s perspective is appropriate for my
research because I defined environmental quality as a public good in which
individuals make investments (i.e., time and money) with some expected return or
benefit (i.e., personal and community well-being). In addition, the aggregation of
individual returns reflects the benefit to the community (collective). A recent study
indicated that such a construct based on trust, self-efficacy, and social networks
demonstrated construct stability, thereby suggesting the existence of a stable
empirical correlate (Lillbacka 2006).
Trust, the first SC parameter, was measured using a set of questions on trust in
various groups, such as business and industry, environmental groups, government,
newspapers, radio and television, and university research centers, to provide correct
information about causes of pollution. Each of these variables was recoded as a set of
dummy variables with the following categories: hardly any (reference category), not
much trust, some trust, quite a lot of trust, and a great deal of trust. The second SC
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parameter is social norms. The social norm of reciprocity was operationalized as
follows: “There is no point in doing what I can for the environment unless others do
the same.” Self-efficacy was measured by the item, “It is just too difficult for
someone like me to do much about the environment.” Reciprocity and self-efficacy
were both recoded as dummy variables, with strongly agree as the reference category,
agree, neither agree nor disagree, disagree, and strongly disagree as the other
categories. For these variables, strongly agree indicates very low reciprocity and very
low self-efficacy. Value-rational disposition was measured using the following item:
“I do what is right for the environment, even when it costs more money or takes up
more time.” This item was reverse coded where 1= Strongly Disagree (very low
value-rational disposition) and 5=

Strongly Agree (very high value-rational

disposition).
The last SC parameter is social networks. Two personal network
characteristics, size and intensity, were included. Size was operationalized with the
question, “Not counting people at work or family at home, about how many other
friends or relatives do you keep in contact with at least once a year?” Intensity was
operationalized with the question, “Of these friends and relatives, about how many do
you stay in contact with by seeing them socially, face-to-face?” Each of the network
variables was recoded as a set of dummy variables, with the following categories: 0 to
5 (reference category), 6 to 15, and more than 16. Social capital variables and coding
are presented in Table 3.2.
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Spatial Context
Spatial context was operationalized as place of residence and as geographic
region (see Table 3.2). Place of residence is the respondent’s description of the type
of community he or she lives in. Responses were recoded as a set of dummy variables
for each analysis. For the first analysis rural-urban differences are analyzed, with
farm, home in the country, country village or small town residences defined as rural
(reference category). The second analysis compares urban residents in the suburbs or
outskirts of a big city with those living in a big city (reference category). The last
analysis compares farm and countryside residents with those living in a small town
(reference category).
Each GSS interview is coded for the geographic region in which it was
conducted. Nine U.S. Census region divisions were included: New England, Middle
Atlantic, East North Central, West North Central, South Atlantic, East South Central,
West South Central, Mountain, and Pacific. These divisions were recoded as a set of
dummy variables according to the four primary Census regions: Northeast, Midwest,
South Atlantic, and West as the reference category.
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Table 3.2 Independent Variables and Coding
Independent Variable
Sociodemographic Variables
Age
Gender
Race
White
Black
Other Race
Religious Preference
None
Protestant
Catholic
Jewish
Other Religious Preference
Education
Less Than High School
High School
Junior College
Bachelor Degree
Graduate Degree
Income
Very Low Income (< $15,000)
Low Income ($15,000 to $29,999)
Moderate Income ($30,000 to $49,999)
High Income (> $50,000)
Liberalism
Low Liberalism
Moderate Liberalism
High Liberalism
Social Capital Variables
Trust
Trust Business and Industry

Trust Environmental Groups

Coding
Continuous Variable
0 Male, 1 Female
0 White
1 Black, 0 Otherwise
1 Other Race, 0 Otherwise
0 No Religious Preference
1 Protestant, 0 Otherwise
1 Catholic, 0 Otherwise
1 Jewish, 0 Otherwise
1 Other, 0 Otherwise
0 Less Than High School
1 High School, 0 Otherwise
1 Junior College, 0 Otherwise
1 Bachelor Degree, 0 Otherwise
1 Graduate Degree, 0 Otherwise
0 Very Low Income
1 Low Income, 0 Otherwise
1 Moderate Income, 0 Otherwise
1 High Income, 0 Otherwise
0 Conservative
1 Moderate, 0 Otherwise
1 Liberal, 0 Otherwise
0 Hardly Any Trust
1 Not Much, 0 Otherwise
1 Some, 0 Otherwise
1 A Lot, 0 Otherwise
1 A Great Deal, 0 Otherwise
0 Hardly Any Trust
1 Not Much, 0 Otherwise
1 Some, 0 Otherwise
1 A Lot, 0 Otherwise
1 A Great Deal, 0 Otherwise
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Table 3.2 (continued)
Trust Government

Trust Newspapers

Trust Radio and Television

Trust Universities

Social Norms
Reciprocity
Very Low Reciprocity
Low Reciprocity
Some Reciprocity
High Reciprocity
Very High Reciprocity
Self-efficacy
Very Low self-efficacy
Low Self-efficacy
Some Self-efficacy
High Self-efficacy
Very High Self-efficacy
Value-rational Disposition
Very Low Value-rational Disposition
Low Value-rational Disposition
Some Value-rational Disposition
High Value-rational Disposition
Very High Value-rational Disposition
Social Networks
Network Size
5 or Less Contacts
6 to 15 Contacts
More than 16 Contacts

0 Hardly Any Trust
1 Not Much, 0 Otherwise
1 Some, 0 Otherwise
1 A Lot, 0 Otherwise
1 A Great Deal, 0 Otherwise
0 Hardly Any Trust
1 Not Much, 0 Otherwise
1 Some, 0 Otherwise
1 A Lot, 0 Otherwise
1 A Great Deal, 0 Otherwise
0 Hardly Any Trust
1 Not Much, 0 Otherwise
1 Some, 0 Otherwise
1 A Lot, 0 Otherwise
1 A Great Deal, 0 Otherwise
0 Hardly Any Trust
1 Not Much, 0 Otherwise
1 Some, 0 Otherwise
1 A Lot, 0 Otherwise
1 A Great Deal, 0 Otherwise
0 Strongly Agree
1 Agree, 0 Otherwise
1 Neither Agree nor Disagree, 0 Otherwise
1 Disagree, 0 Otherwise
1 Strongly Disagree, 0 Otherwise
0 Strongly Agree
1 Agree, 0 Otherwise
1 Neither Agree nor Disagree, 0 Otherwise
1 Disagree, 0 Otherwise
1 Strongly Disagree, 0 Otherwise
0 Strongly Disagree
1 Disagree, 0 Otherwise
1 Neither Agree nor Disagree, 0 Otherwise
1 Agree, 0 Otherwise
1 Strongly Agree, 0 Otherwise
0 Small
1 Medium, 0 Otherwise
1Large, 0 Otherwise
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Table 3.2 (continued)
Intensity of Network Interaction
5 or Less Contacts
6 to 15 Contacts
More than 16 Contacts
Spatial Context
Place of Residence
Rural (Farm, Countryside, Small Town)
Urban (Suburbs, Big City)
Small Town
Region
West
Northeast
Midwest
South

0 Low
1 Medium, 0 Otherwise
1 High, 0 Otherwise
0 Rural, 1 Urban (Analysis 1)
0 Big City, 1 Suburbs (Analysis 2)
0 Small Town, 1 Countryside (Analysis 3)
0 West
1 Northeast, 0 Otherwise
1 Midwest, 0 Otherwise
1 South, 0 Otherwise

Analytical Strategy
The conceptual model to examine the extent to which social capital influences
environmentalism across rural and urban populations and geographic regions is
presented in Figure 3.1.
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Figure 3.1 Detailed Conceptual Model

Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression analysis is the primary statistical
procedure used in this study to determine the extent to which social capital explains
variance in environmentalism. OLS is the most appropriate statistical procedure
because it is used for prediction when a dependent variable is measured on a ratio
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scale and the independent variables are measured on nominal, ordinal, and ratio
scales.
Three sets of models are estimated to study each of the dependent variables.
First, I estimate a set of models that examines the extent to which social capital
influences environmentalism (attitudes, concern, and behavior) for both rural and
urban populations combined (Table 3.3). Next, I estimate separate models for urban
and rural populations to examine the differential impact of social capital on
environmentalism within these two populations (Table 3.4, Table 3.5). These models
provide the tests for the following hypotheses:
H1:

Social capital is positively related to environmentalism.

H2:

The extent to which social capital promotes environmentalism is
moderated by spatial context.
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Table 3.3 Analysis 1: Regression Models (Y = Environmentalism) Rural and Urban
Populations Combined
Model 1
Social Capital

Model 2
Social Capital and
Demographic and
Economic
Characteristics

Trust Business and
Industry
Trust Environmental
Groups
Trust Government
Trust Newspapers
Trust Radio and
Television
Trust Universities
Reciprocity
Self-efficacy
Value-rational Disposition
Network Size
Network Intensity

Trust Business and
Industry
Trust Environmental
Groups
Trust Government
Trust Newspapers
Trust Radio and
Television
Trust Universities
Reciprocity
Self-efficacy
Value-rational Disposition
Network Size
Network Intensity
Age
Gender
Race
Religion
Education
Income
Liberalism
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Model 3
Social Capital and
Demographic and
Economic
Characteristics and
Spatial Context
Trust Business and
Industry
Trust Environmental
Groups
Trust Government
Trust Newspapers
Trust Radio and
Television
Trust Universities
Reciprocity
Self-efficacy
Value-rational Disposition
Network Size
Network Intensity
Age
Gender
Race
Religion
Education
Income
Liberalism
Residence
0 Rural, 1 Urban
Region
0 West, 1 Northeast, 1
Midwest, 1 South

Table 3.4 Analysis 2: Regression Models (Y = Environmentalism) Urban Population
(Big City and Suburbs)
Model 1
Social Capital

Model 2
Social Capital and
Demographic and
Economic
Characteristics

Trust Business and
Industry
Trust Environmental
Groups
Trust Government
Trust Newspapers
Trust Radio and
Television
Trust Universities
Reciprocity
Self-efficacy
Value-rational Disposition
Network Size
Network Intensity

Trust Business and
Industry
Trust Environmental
Groups
Trust Government
Trust Newspapers
Trust Radio and
Television
Trust Universities
Reciprocity
Self-efficacy
Value-rational Disposition
Network Size
Network Intensity
Age
Gender
Race
Religion
Education
Income
Liberalism
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Model 3
Social Capital and
Demographic and
Economic
Characteristics and
Spatial Context
Trust Business and
Industry
Trust Environmental
Groups
Trust Government
Trust Newspapers
Trust Radio and
Television
Trust Universities
Reciprocity
Self-efficacy
Value-rational Disposition
Network Size
Network Intensity
Age
Gender
Race
Religion
Education
Income
Liberalism
Residence
0 Big City, 1 Suburbs
Region
0 West, 1 Northeast, 1
Midwest, 1 South

Table 3.5 Analysis 3: Regression Models (Y = Environmentalism) Rural Population
(Small Town and Countryside)
Model 1
Social Capital

Model 2
Social Capital and
Demographic and
Economic
Characteristics

Trust Business and
Industry
Trust Environmental
Groups
Trust Government
Trust Newspapers
Trust Radio and
Television
Trust Universities
Reciprocity
Self-efficacy
Value-rational Disposition
Network Size
Network Intensity

Trust Business and
Industry
Trust Environmental
Groups
Trust Government
Trust Newspapers
Trust Radio and
Television
Trust Universities
Reciprocity
Self-efficacy
Value-rational Disposition
Network Size
Network Intensity
Age
Gender
Race
Religion
Education
Income
Liberalism
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Model 3
Social Capital and
Demographic and
Economic
Characteristics and
Spatial Context
Trust Business and
Industry
Trust Environmental
Groups
Trust Government
Trust Newspapers
Trust Radio and
Television
Trust Universities
Reciprocity
Self-efficacy
Value-rational Disposition
Network Size
Network Intensity
Age
Gender
Race
Religion
Education
Income
Liberalism
Residence
0 Small Town,
1 Countryside (Farm,
Country Village)
Region
0 West, 1 Northeast, 1
Midwest, 1 South

The general regression model can be shown as follows:
Y = α + β1X1 + β2X2 + … βkXk + ε
Where
Y = the expected value of the dependent variable.
α = the constant/intercept or the expected value of Y when all the independent
variables equal zero.
β = the partial slope coefficient, more commonly referred to as the regression
coefficient. β represents the change in the dependent variable Y associated
with a one unit increase in the dependent variable X when all other
independent variables in the model are held constant.
X = the independent variable
ε = the error term (1) the effects on Y (the dependent variable) of variables not
included in the equation and (2) a residual random element in the
dependent variable.
Typically, seven assumptions must be met in order to estimate population
parameters and conduct appropriate tests of significance (Berry 1993; Berry and
Feldman 1985). They are:
(1) All variables must be measured without error at least at the interval level.
(2) The mean value of the error term is 0.
(3) The variance of the error term is constant (if not met, one faces the
problem of heteroscedasticity).
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(4) The error terms are uncorrelated; thus there is no autocorrelation.
(5) Each independent variable is uncorrelated with the error term (if not met,
the result is specification error).
(6) There is no perfect collinearity of any of the independent variables (if not
met, one will encounter the problem of multicollinearity).
(7) The error term must be normally distributed. This is necessary for tests of
statistical significance.
OLS multiple regression analysis begins with the assumption that the
dependent variable (Y) and the independent variables (Xs) have a linear relationship
so that Y is a linear function of the Xs plus a random error term. The two most
serious violations of multiple regression assumptions are model specification error
and measurement error (Bohrnstedt and Carter 1971).
The error term is treated like a random variable. It is the only variable in
regression analysis required to have a normal distribution. However, the assumption
of normality is the least important of the regression assumptions because the central
limit theorem ensures that as long as the sample is large (as it is in this case), the
regression statistics will be good approximations even if the error is not normally
distributed.
The statistical analysis began with performing a factor analysis for each set of
questionnaire items used to construct the composite measures of environmentalism.
Factor analysis was used to ascertain factor loadings and establish unidimensionality
of each of these composite measures to be used as dependent variables. Next, indexes
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of environmental attitudes, concern, and behavior were constructed by summing
scores across the survey items. Indexes are ordinal measures of variables, and they
rank-order the units of analysis in terms of the variable of interest. That is, the
attributes of the variable can be rank-ordered along some dimension. In this case, the
responses are ranked in terms of pro-environmental attitudes, concern, and behavior.
A respondent’s score indicates where he or she falls along the continuum relative to
the other respondents. As demonstrated in the literature, a single questionnaire item
does not adequately represent environmentalism concepts. While using several
indicators of a variable provides a more comprehensive and accurate picture than just
one indicator, manipulating several questionnaire items at once becomes complicated.
Thus, it was useful to combine several questionnaire items that represent slightly
different aspects of each of the dependent variables. Furthermore, to the extent that
these variables have many shades of meaning, chances are high that each item on its
own would probably not be reliable or valid across many respondents. Creating
composite measures helped to enhance the measurement quality of the variables.
Another benefit of creating indexes was to broaden the range of values that the
variables could take. Each questionnaire item had limited categories. Using several
questionnaire items to create the indexes allowed these variables to take on a wider
range of values.
The next stage of the analysis was to calculate and report descriptive
information about the sample and the variables used in this study. The univariate
analysis provides a summary of the sample’s characteristics.
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Next, correlations for the variables used in the analysis were examined. The
last stage of analysis was to estimate multivariate models and test the hypotheses.
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CHAPTER IV
ANALYSIS

Introduction
This chapter presents summary results of the analysis. First, a factor analysis
was performed for the three sets of environmentalism measures and then three
environmentalism indexes were created. The next stage of the analysis was to
calculate and report descriptive information about the sample and the variables used
in this study. The univariate analysis of the indexes and independent variables
presents a summary of the sample’s characteristics.
Next, a bivariate analysis was conducted to examine the relationship of
environmentalism with each of the independent variables identified in this study. This
was done to determine the direction of the relationship between environmentalism
and its correlates. The last stage of analysis was to estimate multivariate models and
test the following hypotheses.

H1:

Social capital is positively related to environmentalism.

H2:

The extent to which social capital promotes environmentalism is
moderated by spatial context.
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Three sets of models are estimated to study the above hypotheses. First, I
estimate a set of models that examines the extent to which social capital influences
environmental attitudes, concern, and behavior for both rural and urban populations
combined. Next, I estimate two separate models for rural and urban populations.

Factor Analysis
Factor analysis was used to ascertain factor loadings and establish
unidimensionality of the environmental attitudes, concern, and behavior composite
measures. Next, indexes of the three dependent variables were constructed.
The following questionnaire items were used as NEP proxies to operationalize
an environmental attitudes index. (1) Limits to growth is operationalized with the
question, “We worry too much about the future of the environment and not enough
about prices and jobs today.” (2) Balance of nature is operationalized with the
question, “People worry too much about human progress harming the environment.”
(3) Human dominion is operationalized with the question, “There are more important
things to do in life than protect the environment.” The more strongly a respondent
disagreed with these statements the more he or she exhibited proenvironmental
attitudes (see Table 3.1).
These three indicators are highly intercorrelated. A composite score was
developed using confirmatory factor analysis, which revealed that the indicators were
unidimensional. Principal component analysis produced an Eigenvalue of 1.799,
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explaining almost 60 percent of the total variance. The Cronbach’s alpha for this
composite score was 0.665 (see Table 4.1).

Table 4.1 Factor Analysis of Environmental Attitudes
Factor
Score
We worry too much about the future of the
environment and not enough about prices and jobs.

.824

People worry too much about human progress
harming the environment.

.807

There are more important things to do in life than
protect the environment.

.684

Eigenvalue: 1.799; Percent variance explained: 59.957;
Cronbach’s Alpha: 0.665; N = 990.

The environmental concern index was operationalized with three WTP
questions related to public sphere activities: higher prices, higher taxes, and accept
cuts in standard of living. Responses on each of these questions were reverse coded
so that 1 expresses the least willingness to pay and 5 expresses the most willingness
to pay (see Table 3.1).
The scores on the three WTP items are highly intercorrelated. A composite
score was developed using confirmatory factor analysis, which revealed that the
indicators were unidimensional. Principal component analysis produced an

112

Eigenvalue of 2.280, explaining more than 76 percent of the total variance. The
Cronbach’s alpha for this composite score was 0.842 (see Table 4.2).

Table 4.2 Factor Analysis for Environmental Concern
Factor
Score
How willing would you be to pay much higher taxes in
order to protect the environment?

.890

How willing would you be to pay much higher prices in
order to protect the environment?
.869
How willing would you be to accept cuts in your
standard of living in order to protect the environment?

.856

Eigenvalue: 2.280; Percent variance explained: 76.010; Cronbach’s
Alpha: 0.842; N = 1008.
Non-activist environmental behavior is operationalized using three questions:
(1) Are you a member of any group whose main aim is to preserve or protect the
environment? (2) In the last 5 years have you signed a petition about an
environmental issue? (3) In the last 5 years have you given money to an
environmental group? These responses were recoded as dichotomous variables so that
a zero (0) corresponds to no reported environmentally significant behavior and 1
corresponds to reported environmentally significant behavior (see Table 3.1).
These indicators are highly intercorrelated. A composite index was developed
using confirmatory factor analysis, which revealed that the indicators were
unidimensional. Principal component analysis produced an Eigenvalue of 1.660,
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explaining more than 55 percent of the total variance. The Cronbach’s alpha for the
environmental behavior index was 0.595 (see Table 4.3).

Table 4.3 Factor Analysis of Environmental Behavior
Factor
Score
In the last five years have you given money to an
environmental group?

.817

In the last five years have you signed a petition about an
environmental issue?

.803

Are you a member of any group whose main aim is to
preserve or protect the environment?

.591

Eigenvalue: 1.660; Percent variance explained: 55.334; Cronbach’s
Alpha: 0.595; N = 1117.

Descriptive Statistics
Figures 4.1 – 4.23 show the variable distributions for all of the variables used
in this study.
An environmental attitudes index was constructed by summing responses
across three questions involving limits to growth, balance of nature, and human
domination. Scores on each of the three Likert items ranged from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Summing these items produced an attitudes index that
ranged from 3 (least proenvironmental) to 15 (most proenvironmental). Figure 4.1
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shows that the environmental attitudes index approximates a normal distribution, with
a mean of 9.67.

Figure 4.1 Histogram of Environmental Attitudes Index

An environmental concern index was constructed by summing responses to
Likert items across three questions on respondents’ willingness to accept a lower
standard of living and pay higher prices and taxes for environmental protection. Each
item ranged from 1 (not at all willing) to 5 (very willing), yielding an environmental
concern index that ranged from 3 (least willing) to 15 (most willing), with a mean of
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8.55. Figure 4.2 shows that the distribution of the environmental concern index also
approximates a normal distribution.

Figure 4.2 Histogram of Environmental Concern Index

An environmental behavior index was constructed using yes/no responses to
three questions on public behaviors: being a member of an environmental group,
signing a petition about an environmental issue, and contributing money to an
environmental organization. The index was constructed by assigning 1 point for each
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reported behavior. The environmental behavior index ranged from 0 (no public
behaviors) to 3 (all three behaviors). The distribution for is presented in Figure 4.3.

Figure 4.3 Histogram of Environmental Behavior Index

Sociodemographic characteristics of the sample are presented in Figures 4.44.23. Figure 4.4 shows the distribution of respondents’ age. The histogram shows this
variable is normally distributed, with a mean age of 42 years old.
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Figure 4.4 Histogram of Respondents’ Age

Figure 4.5 shows the distribution of respondents’ gender. Females represented
about 56 percent of the sample and males represented about 44 percent.
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Figure 4.5 Respondents’ Gender

Figure 4.6 shows the distribution of respondents’ race. A majority of
respondents were white. Only about 15 percent of respondents were black and about 6
percent were another race.
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Figure 4.6 Respondents’ Race

Figure 4.7 shows the distribution of respondents’ religious preference. More
than half of the respondents were Protestant, almost one quarter were Catholic, about
2 percent were Jewish, 5 percent of respondents preferred another religion, and about
13 percent had no religious preference.
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Figure 4.7 Respondents’ Religious Preference

Figure 4.8 shows the distribution of the respondents’ education levels. The
majority of respondents were high school graduates. About 16 percent of respondents
had less than a high school education, about 7 percent had an associates or junior
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college degree. Almost a quarter of respondents held either a bachelors or graduate
degree.

Figure 4.8 Respondents’ Education Level

Respondents’ income groups were categorized as very low income (less than
$15,000), low income ($15,000 to $29,999), moderate income ($30,000 to $49,999),
and high income (more than $50,000). Almost 60 percent of the respondents’ reported
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income of less than $50,000. Figure 4.9 shows the distribution of the respondents’
income categories.

Figure 4.9 Respondents’ Income Category

Respondents’ self-identification along a continuum as conservative or liberal
in their political views is used as a measure of liberalism. The majority of respondents
reported moderate political views. About 20 percent identified themselves as either
extremely conservative or conservative. About 14 percent identified themselves as
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liberal or extremely liberal. Figure 4.10 shows the distribution of the respondent’s
liberalism.

Figure 4.10 Respondents’ Political Views (Liberalism)

Figures 4.11 through 4.16 show the distribution of respondents’ trust in
various information sources to provide correct information about causes of pollution.
Trust in business and industry is shown in Figure 4.11. More than half of respondents
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have hardly any or not much trust in business and industry to provide correct
information, while only about 10 percent have a lot or a great deal of trust in business
and industry as an information source.

Figure 4.11 Trust in Business and Industry

Respondents reported more trust in environmental groups to provide correct
information on pollution than business and industry. Figure 4.12 shows about 47
percent of respondents indicated a lot or a great deal of trust in information from
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environmental organizations. About 37 percent indicated some trust, with only 4
percent saying they had hardly any trust in this information source.

Figure 4.12 Trust in Environmental Groups

Figure 4.13 shows that respondents’ trust in governmental departments was
fairly evenly distributed, with about 46 percent reporting at least some trust, about 33
percent reporting hardly any or not much trust, and just over 21 percent indicating a
lot or a great deal of trust in government information.
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Figure 4.13 Trust in Government Departments
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The distribution of trust in newspapers is reported in Figure 4.14. Almost half
of the respondents indicated at least some trust in newspapers to report correct
information on pollution. The remaining respondents were closely divided between
low levels of trust and high levels of trust in newspapers as an information source.

Figure 4.14 Trust in Newspapers
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The distribution of trust in information disseminated by radio and television
programs is shown in Figure 4.15. The distribution is similar to that of newspapers,
with about half the respondents reporting at least some trust and the remaining
respondents closely divided with either low or high levels of trust.

Figure 4.15 Trust in Radio or Television Programs
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Respondents reported the most trust in university research centers to provide
correct information on pollution. Figure 4.16 shows that more than 60 percent of
respondents indicated a lot or a great deal of trust in information produced by
university research centers.

Figure 4.16 Trust in University Research Centers
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Figures 4.17 through 4.19 show the distributions of respondents’ social norms.
Figure 4.17 shows the distribution of reciprocity. Respondents with low reciprocity
strongly agreed with the statement, “There is no point in doing what I can for the
environment unless others do the same.”

Figure 4.17 Reciprocity
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Figure 4.18 shows respondents’ distribution of self-efficacy. Respondents
with low self-efficacy strongly agreed with the statement, “It is just too difficult for
someone like me to do much about the environment.” About 50 percent of
respondents disagreed or strongly disagreed with the statement. About half of the
respondents enjoyed a high level of self-efficacy, about 20 percent had a moderate
level, and almost 30 percent had a low level.

Figure 4.18 Self-efficacy
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Figure 4.19 shows respondent’s distribution of a value-rational disposition, an
indication of the extent to which one is motivated to act because of a sense of
conviction or duty rather than self-interest. Respondents with a high level of valuerational disposition agreed or strongly agreed with the statement, “I do what is right
for the environment, even when it costs more money or takes up more time.” About
50 percent of respondents were classified as high value-rational disposition.

Figure 4.19 Value-rational Disposition

133

Figures 4.20 and 4.21 show the distribution of network characteristics. Figure
4.20 shows network size, measured as the number of people, not counting people at
work or family at home, that a respondent keeps in contact with at least once a year.

Figure 4.20 Respondents’ Network Size
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Figure 4.21 shows the number of people in his or her network that a
respondent sees socially, face-to-face.

Figure 4.21 Network Intensity

The distributions of the spatial characteristics are presented in Figure 4.22 and
4.23. Figure 4.22 shows the distribution of type of residence, as urban, small town, or
rural. About 44 percent of the sample resides in either a big city or suburb, about 41
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percent live in a small town, and about 15 percent live on a farm or in a country
village.

Figure 4.22 Community Type (Respondents’ Residence)

Figure 4.23 shows the distribution of geographic regions. About 36 percent of
the residents were from the South, 24 percent were from the Midwest, 20 percent
were from the Northeast, and another 20 percent were from the West.
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Figure 4.23 Geographic Region

Bivariate Analysis
The results of the analysis are presented in Table 4.4. The first column reports
the results of the bivariate analysis for environmental attitudes and its correlates.
Similarly, the second and third columns report the results of bivariate analyses for
environmental concern and environmental behavior and their correlates.
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Environmental Attitudes
Of the 20 correlates of environmental attitudes, 11 were found to be
statistically significant. All of the relationships were in the expected direction. Age
was negatively correlated with attitudes, with younger respondents indicating more
proenvironmental attitudes than older respondents. Race was also significantly
correlated with environmental attitudes, with whites expressing more positive
environmental attitudes than blacks or other races. The attitudes of respondents with
no religious preference were more proenvironmental than respondents who held
religious preferences. The correlation between education and environmental attitudes
was also significant. Respondents who completed high school held more positive
attitudes than those who did not. Liberal political views were significantly correlated
with environmental attitudes, as more liberal respondents indicated more
proenvironmental attitudes than conservative respondents.
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Table 4.4 Bivariate Analysis

Age
Gender
Female=1, Male=0
Race
White=1, Other =0
Religion
No Religion=1, Other=0
Education
Less Than High School=1, Other=0
Income
Very Low Income (< $15,000)=1, Other=0
Liberalism
Conservative=1, Other=0
Trust Business and Industry
Hardly Any Trust=1, Other=0
Trust Environmental Groups
Hardly Any Trust=1, Other=0
Trust Government
Hardly Any Trust=1, Other=0
Trust Newspapers
Hardly Any Trust=1, Other=0
Trust Radio and Television
Hardly Any Trust=1, Other=0
Trust Universities
Hardly Any Trust=1, Other=0
Reciprocity
Very Low Reciprocity=1, Other=0
Self-efficacy
Very Low Self-efficacy=1,
=
Other 0
Value-rational Disposition
Very Low Value-rational Disposition=1, Other=0
Social Network Size
Small (5 or Less)=1, Other=0
Intensity of Network Interaction
5 or Less Contacts=1, Other=0
Place of Residence
Rural=1, Other=0
Geographic Region
West=1, Other=0
**p<.01 (1-tailed); *p<.05 (1-tailed); Listwise N=799

Attitudes

Concern

Behavior

-.079*

-.049

.014

.014

-.071*

.071*

.181**

.003

.116**

.148**

.102**

.062*

-.232**

.000

-.159**

-.054

.024

-.079*

-.113**

-.088**

-.071*

.151**

.083**

.110**

-.192**

-.171**

-.078*

-.056

-.033

.018

-.062*

-.048

-.026

-.051

-.046

.018

-.075*

-.037

-.033

-.168**

.009

-.039

-.173**

-.072*

-.082*

.002

.016

-.018

-.043

.026

-.040

-.003

.037

-.039

-.048

-.021

-.044

.006

.047

.042
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Three social capital parameters were included in the analysis: trust, social
norms, and social network characteristics. Several significant correlations between
environmental attitudes and trust in various information sources were revealed;
however, the direction of the relationship depended upon the source of the
information. Respondents with hardly any trust in business and industry to provide
correct information on pollution had more positive environmental attitudes than
respondents who had more trust in business and industry. On the other hand,
respondents who placed more trust in information from environmental groups had
more positive environmental attitudes compared with respondents who had hardly
any trust in these groups. Respondents’ trust in newspapers to provide information
was also positively correlated with environmental attitudes. People with more trust in
newspapers as an information source held more positive environmental attitudes than
people who had hardly any trust in newspapers. Finally, respondents who trusted
universities to provide accurate information held more proenvironmental attitudes
compared with those who had hardly any trust in university research centers.
Two of the three social norms were significantly correlated with
environmental attitudes. People with higher reciprocity had more positive attitudes
than people with very low reciprocity. Respondents with higher self-efficacy were
more proenvironmental than respondents with very low self-efficacy.
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Environmental Concern
Table 4.4 reports that of the 20 correlates, only six were significantly related
to environmental concern. All relationships were in the expected direction.
Correlations between environmental concern, in terms of willingness to pay for
environmental protection, and sociodemographic variables did not follow the same
pattern as observed with environmental attitudes. Several sociodemographic
characteristics that were significantly related to attitudes were not significantly related
to environmental concern. For example, age, race, and education were significantly
correlated with attitudes, but not concern. While gender was not significantly
correlated with environmental attitudes, it was significantly correlated with
environmental concern. Males expressed higher willingness to pay for environmental
protection than females. Respondents with no religious preference expressed stronger
environmental concern than religious respondents. As expected, more liberal
respondents reported higher willingness to pay for environmental protection than
more conservative respondents.
Correlations between social capital indicators and environmental concern
highlight the importance of trust in information sources in shaping respondents’
willingness to bear tax increases, higher prices, and cuts in the standard of living.
Respondents with hardly any trust in business and industry were more willing to pay
for environmental protection than respondents with more trust in business and
industry. Respondents with more trust in information from environmental groups
indicated more willingness to pay for environmental protection. Only one social norm
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was significantly correlated with environmental concern. Respondents with very low
self-efficacy expressed less willingness to pay for environmental protection than
respondents with higher self-efficacy.

Environmental Behavior
Table 4.4 reports that environmental behavior was significantly correlated
with nine of the 20 correlates. In particular, environmental behavior was significantly
related to all of the sociodemographic variables except age. More educated, liberal,
whites with higher incomes and no religious preference reported more
proenvironmental behaviors than their counterparts. Females, however, reported more
proenvironmental behaviors than males, which was not expected. It is also
noteworthy that income was not significantly correlated with either environmental
attitudes or environmental concern, but it was significant for environmental behavior.
The same two information sources that were significantly correlated with
environmental concern were also significantly correlated with environmental
behavior, and in the expected direction. Respondents with hardly any trust in business
and industry to provide correct information reported more proenvironmental behavior
than respondents with more trust in business and industry. Respondents with more
trust in environmental groups also reported more proenvironmental behavior. Not
surprisingly, people with very low self-efficacy reported less proenvironmental
behavior.
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In general, correlations between sociodemographic variables and the
environmentalism indexes were statistically significant for at least one of the indexes,
and in the expected direction. Social capital parameters of trust and social norms were
significantly correlated with at least one index. There were no significant correlations
between social network characteristics (network size and intensity) and any of the
environmentalism indexes. Likewise, the spatial variables (rural and Western region)
were not significantly correlated with any of the indexes.

Multivariate Analysis
The multivariate analysis includes two parts. The first part examines the
relationship between environmentalism and social capital, net of sociodemographic
and spatial characteristics. Specifically, this part of the analysis addressed the
following hypothesis:

H1:

Social capital is positively related to environmentalism.

The second part reports the results of an analysis that examines the extent to
which the social capital parameters, net of other factors, change in urban and rural
contexts. Specifically, this analysis addressed the following hypothesis:

H2:

The extent to which social capital promotes environmentalism is
moderated by spatial context.
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Part One
This analysis begins with the estimation of three models that examined the
extent to which social capital influences environmental attitudes, net of all other
factors. The results of the analysis are presented in Tables 4.5. Model 1 reports the
parameters of all components that define social capital in this study (trust, social
norms, and social network characteristics). The second model reports the social
capital parameters net of sociodemographic characteristics. The third model reports
the social capital parameters net of sociodemographic and spatial factors (rural-urban
residence and geographic region).
The statistics in Model 1 show that four social capital variables are
statistically significant. All are in the expected direction. Trust in business and
industry is negatively related to environmental attitudes, while trust in environmental
groups is positively related to attitudes. Respondents with hardly any trust in
information from the business sector had more positive environmental attitudes than
respondents with more trust. The more trust respondents had in environmental groups
to provide information, the more proenvironmental they were compared with
respondents who indicated they had hardly any trust in these groups. Reciprocity and
self-efficacy were also positively related to attitudes. Respondents with only a low
level of reciprocity expressed more proenvironmental attitudes than those with very
low reciprocity. In addition, higher levels of reciprocity were associated with more
proenvironmental attitudes. Likewise, people with at least some self-efficacy
indicated more proenvironmental attitudes than people with very low self-efficacy.
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Again, higher levels of self-efficacy were associated with more proenvironmental
attitudes.
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Table 4.5

Analysis 1: Regression Models of Factors Affecting Environmental
Attitudes of Rural and Urban Populations Combined

Social Capital Variables
Trust Business and Industry
Hardly Any (reference)
Not Much
Some
A Lot
Great Deal
Trust Environmental Groups
Hardly Any (reference)
Not Much
Some
A Lot
Great Deal
Trust Government
Hardly Any (reference)
Not Much
Some
A Lot
Great Deal
Trust Newspapers
Hardly Any (reference)
Not Much
Some
A Lot
Great Deal
Trust Radio and TV
Hardly Any (reference)
Not Much
Some
A Lot
Great Deal
Trust Universities
Hardly Any (reference)
Not Much
Some
A Lot

Model 1
Social Capital

Model 2
Social Capital and
Sociodemographic
Characteristics

Model 3
Social Capital,
Sociodemographic
and Spatial
Context

--.195***
-.241***
-.201***
-.111***

--.185***
-227***
-.170***
-.100***

--.185***
-.231***
-.170***
-.101***

-.137**
.397***
.499***
.364***

-.134**
.376***
.479***
.355***

-.133**
.374***
.475***
.352***

-.039
.027
.034
-.017

-.006
-.007
.011
-.020

-.007
-.005
.013
.-.015

--.004
.070
.045
.055

--.004
.083
.027
.070

--.002
.089
.031
.079

--.062
-.092
-.062
-.061

--.031
-.071
-.023
-.056

--.035
-.079
-.030
-.065

--.052
-.130
-.108

--.046
-.146
-.141

--.038
-.139
-.134
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Table 4.5 (continued)
Great Deal
Reciprocity
Very Low (reference)
Low
Some
High
Very High
Self-efficacy
Very Low (reference)
Low
Some
High
Very High
Value-rational Disposition
Very Low (reference)
Low
Some
High
Very High
Social Network Size
Small: 5 or Less (reference)
Medium: 6 to 15
Large: More than 16)
Social Network Intensity
Low: 5 or Less (reference)
Medium (6 to 15)
High (More than 16)
Sociodemographics
Age
Gender
Male (reference)
Female
Race
White (reference)
Black
Other Race
Religious Preference
No Religious Preference
(reference)
Protestant
Catholic
Jewish
Other Religion

-.105

-.130

-.124

-.168**
.186***
.393***
.392***

-.150**
.163**
.357***
.360***

-.153**
.163**
.357***
.360***

-.086
.126**
.325***
.239***

-.077
.113*
.286***
.211***

-.080
.116*
.287***
.216***

-.058
.143
.197
.012

-.065
.136
.209
.035

-.068
.143
.218*
.041

-.003
-.015

-.018
-.013

-.016
.010

--.054
-.015

--.069*
-.046

--.068*
-.041

-.040

-.039

-.006

-.008

--.108***
-.060**

--.112***
-.060**

--.124***
-.130***
-.009
-.009

--.130***
-.121***
-.011
-.010
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Table 4.5 (continued)
Education
Less Than High School
(reference)
High School
Junior College
Bachelor Degree
Graduate Degree
Income
Very Low Income: <$15,000
(reference)
Low Income:
$15,000 to $29,999
Moderate Income:
$30,000 to $49,999
High Income
> $50,000
Liberalism
Conservative (reference)
Moderate: Moderate Liberalism
Liberal: High Liberalism
Spatial Variables
Residence
Rural (reference)
Urban
Region
West (reference)
Northeast
Midwest
South
Constant
Adjusted R2

***p<.01; **p<.05; *p<.10; Listwise

-.106**
.092***
.140***
.034

-.107**
.091**
.140***
.035

--

--

-.016

-.012

.009

.011

.033

.034

-.068*
.069*

-.071**
.072**
-.016

5.895***
.356

6.313***
.385
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--.032
.015
.023
6.154***
.384

When the sociodemographic set of variables were included in Model 2 the
social capital variables remained significant. This suggests that social capital had an
independent effect on environmental attitudes. An additional social capital variable,
social network intensity, became significant in Model 2. Respondents that interacted
socially with five or fewer contacts had more proenvironmental attitudes than
respondents that interacted with between six and 15 contacts.
Of the seven sociodemographic variables, four were significant. All were in
the expected direction. As expected, whites with more education, more liberal
political views, and no religious preference reported more proenvironmental attitudes
than their counterparts.
Model 3 confirms the independent effect of social capital when spatial
characteristics were included. Along with the previously reported social capital
variables, a high value-rational disposition was statistically significant in explaining
environmental attitudes in this model. The model shows that spatial factors were not
significant in explaining environmental attitudes.
A similar analysis was also conducted for environmental concern (Table 4.6).
Model 1 shows that of the 11 social capital variables, six were significant. As
expected, trust in business and industry had a negative relationship with
environmental concern, and trust in information from environmental groups had a
strong positive relationship. Respondents with higher levels of self-efficacy were
more willing to pay higher prices, higher taxes, and accept cuts in their standard of
living than respondents with very low self-efficacy. Respondents with a very high
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value-rational disposition (sense of duty) were also more willing to pay for the
environment.
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Table 4.6

Analysis 1: Regression Models of Factors Affecting Environmental
Concern of Rural and Urban Populations Combined

Social Capital Variables
Trust Business and Industry
Hardly Any (reference)
Not Much
Some
A Lot
Great Deal
Trust Environmental Groups
Hardly Any (reference)
Not Much
Some
A Lot
Great Deal
Trust Government
Hardly Any (reference)
Not Much
Some
A Lot
Great Deal
Trust Newspapers
Hardly Any (reference)
Not Much
Some
A Lot
Great Deal
Trust Radio and TV
Hardly Any (reference)
Not Much
Some
A Lot
Great Deal
Trust Universities
Hardly Any (reference)
Not Much
Some
A Lot

Model 1
Social Capital

Model 2
Social Capital and
Sociodemographic
Characteristics

Model 3
Social Capital,
Sociodemographic
and Spatial
Context

--.092*
-.131***
-.113***
-.051

--.069
-.096**
-.066*
-.031

--.072
-.102**
-.066*
-.029

-.225***
.451***
.476***
.377***

-.234***
.454***
.484***
.355***

-.234***
.459***
.499***
.362***

--.032
.012
.043
.043

--.037
.000
.025
.035

--.038
.002
.022
.035

--.013
.101
.096
.083

--.030
.067
.061
.071

--.034
.071
.056
.072

--.009
.-089
-.144
-.075

--.006
-.060
-.104
-.063

--.009
-.068
-.104
-.069

--.080
-.180
-.109

--.070
-.196
-.147

--.067
-.198
-.157
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Table 4.6 (continued)
Great Deal
Reciprocity
Very Low (reference)
Low
Some
High
Very High
Self-efficacy
Very Low (reference)
Low
Some
High
Very High
Value-rational Disposition
Very Low (reference)
Low
Some
High
Very High
Social Network Size
Small: 5 or Less (reference)
Medium: 6 to 15
Large: More than 16)
Social Network Intensity
Low: 5 or Less (reference)
Medium (6 to 15)
High (More than 16)
Sociodemographics
Age
Gender
Male (reference)
Female
Race
White (reference)
Black
Other Race
Religious Preference
No Religious Preference
(reference)
Protestant
Catholic
Jewish
Other Religion

-.121

-.163

-.170

--.191**
-.163**
-.102
.111

--.198**
-.161**
-.093
.108

--.193**
-.155*
-.090
.113

-.148**
.201***
.234***
.086

-.153**
.214***
.245***
.083

-.153**
.212***
.236***
.085

--.079
-.064
.103
.129**

--.111
-.108
.059
.117*

--.110
-.104
.063
.118**

--.051
.009

--.039
.038

--.044
.027

--.064
-.109*

--.063
-.132**

--.056
-.125**

-.020

-.020

--.103***

--.103***

--.053
.036

--.049
.033

--.075
-.059
.019
-.008

--.069
-.050
.023
-.006
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Table 4.6 (continued)
Education
Less Than High School
(reference)
High School
Junior College
Bachelor Degree
Graduate Degree
Income
Very Low Income: <$15,000
(reference)
Low Income:
$15,000 to $29,999
Moderate Income:
$30,000 to $49,999
High Income
> $50,000
Liberalism
Conservative (reference)
Moderate: Moderate Liberalism
Liberal: High Liberalism
Spatial Variables
Residence
Rural (reference)
Urban
Region
West (reference)
Northeast
Midwest
South
Constant
Adjusted R2

***p<.01;* *p<.05; *p<.10; Listwise

--.059
-.001
.007
.001

--.057
.000
.006
.008

--

--

-.057

-.054

-.063

-.061

-.072

-.071

-.051
.118***

-.052
.114***
--.006

7.186**
.196

8.484**
.219

--.065
-.013
-.070
8.728**
.220

Against expectations, respondents with very low reciprocity were more
willing to pay for environmental quality than respondents with higher reciprocity. The
network characteristic of intensity (i.e., face-to-face interaction with contacts), was
significant in explaining environmental concern, but also in the opposite direction of
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what was expected. Respondents with very low network intensity had more
environmental concern than respondents with higher network intensity.
Model 2 shows that the social capital parameters remained significant net of
sociodemographic characteristics. There was little change in the social capital
parameter estimates, with one exception. The standardized coefficients of trust in
information from business and industry decreased considerably. Two individual
demographic characteristics, gender and liberalism, were significant, with males and
liberals reporting more environmental concern than their counterparts.
Spatial variables were included in Model 3. Again, the social capital variables
remained significant, confirming an independent effect of social capital on
environmental concern.
Lastly, a similar multivariate analysis was conducted for environmental
behavior (Table 4.7). As expected, social capital remained significant in explaining
participation in proenvironmental behavior actions, such as signing a petition,
membership in an environmental group, or contributing money to an environmental
organization, net of all other factors (see Model 3). As with previous models, trust in
business and industry was negatively related with environmental behavior, and trust
in environmental groups was positively related. An additional information source was
found to be significant for explaining environmental behavior that had not been
significant in explaining environmental attitudes or concern. Respondents’ with
hardly any trust in radio and television programs to provide correct information on
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pollution reported more proenvironmental behaviors than those who had more trust in
radio and television.
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Table 4.7

Analysis 1: Regression Models of Factors Affecting Environmental
Behavior of Rural and Urban Populations Combined

Social Capital Variables
Trust Business and Industry
Hardly Any (reference)
Not Much
Some
A Lot
Great Deal
Trust Environmental Groups
Hardly Any (reference)
Not Much
Some
A Lot
Great Deal
Trust Government
Hardly Any (reference)
Not Much
Some
A Lot
Great Deal
Trust Newspapers
Hardly Any (reference)
Not Much
Some
A Lot
Hardly Any (reference)
Great Deal
Trust Radio and TV
Hardly Any (reference)
Not Much
Some
A Lot
Great Deal
Trust Universities
Hardly Any (reference)
Not Much
Some

Model 1
Social Capital

Model 2
Social Capital and
Sociodemographic
Characteristics

Model 3
Social Capital,
Sociodemographic
and Spatial
Context

--.101**
-.179***
-.109***
-.031

--.085*
-.150***
-.081**
-.016

--.085*
-.143***
-.083**
-.014

-.086
.278***
.287***
.244***

-.072
.242**
.246***
.224***

-.076
.246***
.262***
.229***

--.066
-.014
-.050
.007

--.086
-.039
-.072
.005

--.087
-.044
-.076
-.004

-.092
.142
.081
-.058

-.096
.178
.075
-.081

-.091
.170
.062
-.061

--.139
-.219*
-.211**
-.152**

--.110
-.226**
-.185*
-.154**

--.108
-.221**
-.173*
-.139**

--.006
-.056

--.010
-.095

--.015
-.101
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Table 4.7 (continued)
A Lot
Great Deal
Reciprocity
Very Low (reference)
Low
Some
High
Very High
Self-efficacy
Very Low (reference)
Low
Some
High
Very High
Value-rational Disposition
Very Low (reference)
Low
Some
High
Very High
Social Network Size
Small: 5 or Less (reference)
Medium: 6 to 15
Large: More than 16)
Social Network Intensity
Low: 5 or Less (reference)
Medium (6 to 15)
High (More than 16)
Sociodemographics
Age
Gender
Male (reference)
Female
Race
White (reference)
Black
Other Race
Religious Preference
No Religious Preference
(reference)
Protestant
Catholic
Jewish

.020
.014

-.039
-.028

-.049
-.033

--.017
.001
.051
.105

--.026
-.002
.024
.078

--.027
.006
.028
.081

-.031
.105
.196**
.131**

-.021
.079
.150*
.110**

-.017
.075
.142*
.102*

-.060
.067
.197
.111*

-.070
.060
.190
.126*

-.069
.056
.183
.122*

-.001
-.001

-.020
.005

-.018
.002

-.052
-.014

-.038
-.027

-.043
-.028

-.026

-.028

-.075**

-.072**

--.099***
-.063*

--.092***
-.066*

--.088*
-.036
.029

--.066
-.049
.033
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Table 4.7 (continued)
Other Religion
Education
Less Than High School
(reference)
High School
Junior College
Bachelor Degree
Graduate Degree
Income
Very Low Income: <$15,000
(reference)
Low Income:
$15,000 to $29,999
Moderate Income:
$30,000 to $49,999
High Income
> $50,000
Liberalism
Conservative (reference)
Moderate: Moderate Liberalism
Liberal: High Liberalism
Spatial Variables
Residence
Rural (reference)
Urban
Region
West (reference)
Northeast
Midwest
South
Constant
Adjusted R2
***p<.01; **p<.05; *p<.10; Listwise

-.008

-.005

-.103**
.102**
.153***
.156***

-.102**
.104***
.149***
.156***

--

--

.071*

.066

-.007

-.012

.078*

.077

-.084**
.076*

-.079**
.070*
--.001

-.032
.110

-.124
.153

-.010
-.037
-.117***
-.012
.160

Self-efficacy was significant in the expected direction. The threshold for selfefficacy to influence environmental behavior was higher than it was for affecting
environmental attitudes or concern, as only respondents with high or very high selfefficacy reported more behaviors than people with very low self-efficacy. Likewise,
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respondents

with

very

high

value-rational

dispositions

reported

more

proenvironmental behaviors than respondents with very low value-rational
dispositions.
Model 2 reports that all of the sociodemographic characteristics were
statistically significant, with the exception of age. Race, religious preference,
education, income, and liberalism were all in the expected direction. Gender was in
the opposite direction of what was expected, with females reporting more
proenvironmental behavior than males. Protestants were the only religious group that
was less environmentally active than non-religious respondents. Clearly, these
individual

characteristics

were

important

for

explaining

participation

in

environmental actions. Still, the social capital indicators remained significant, thus
demonstrating their independent effect on environmental behavior.
Model 3 confirms the importance of social capital in explaining environmental
behavior, net of sociodemographic and spatial characteristics. In addition, the analysis
reports that respondents who live in the South engage in significantly fewer
proenvironmental behaviors than respondents who live in the West.
A comparison of the social capital model (Model 1) and the full model (Model
3) reveals a sizable decrease in the standardized coefficients for trust in business and
industry. This suggests that economic factors are at play. While respondents with less
trust in the business sector were more proenvironmental, the influence was
diminished. Fewer economic opportunities throughout the South often means that
jobs are pitted against environmental quality. Maslow’s hierarchy of needs predicts
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people will give priority to job creation over environmental quality in order to satisfy
their basic needs. In such circumstances, one would expect less proenvironmental
behavior in areas with less favorable economic conditions.

Part Two

H2:

The extent to which social capital promotes environmentalism is
moderated by spatial context.

Part two began with an analysis of respondents in urban locations, with
attention to big city residents (reference category) and suburban residents. Next an
analysis of rural respondents was conducted.
Table 4.8 presents the results of the urban multivariate analysis. Model 1
reports the social capital, sociodemographic, and spatial parameters for explaining
environmental attitudes of urban residents. Of the 20 variables, six are statistically
significant. Trust in business and industry remained significant, and negatively related
to environmental attitudes. Trust in environmental groups was positive, so that more
trust in environmental groups was associated with more positive attitudes.
Reciprocity was significant and in the expected direction. Respondents with at least
some reciprocity had more attitudes than respondents with very low reciprocity.
Likewise, as in previous models, respondents with at least some self-efficacy were
more proenvironmental than those with very low self-efficacy.
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Table 4.8

Multivariate Models of Factors Affecting Environmentalism of Urban
Population (Big City and Suburbs)

Social Capital Variables
Trust Business and Industry
Hardly Any (reference)
Not Much
Some
A Lot
Great Deal
Trust Environmental Groups
Hardly Any (reference)
Not Much
Some
A Lot
Great Deal
Trust Government
Hardly Any (reference)
Not Much
Some
A Lot
Great Deal
Trust Newspapers
Hardly Any (reference)
Not Much
Some
A Lot
Great Deal
Trust Radio and TV
Hardly Any (reference)
Not Much
Some
A Lot
Great Deal
Trust Universities
Hardly Any (reference)
Not Much
Some
A Lot
Great Deal

Model 1
Environmental
Attitudes

Model 2
Environmental
Concern

Model 3
Environmental
Behavior

---.147**
-.201***
-.096
-.110**

---.069
-.121
-.059
.015

---.053
-.134*
-.177***
-.028

--.200**
.365***
.541***
.423***

--.293***
.555***
.611***
.435***

--.002
.120
.133
.111

--.085
.046
.051
.073

--.063
.023
.049
.027

--.003
-.035
-.022
.035

---.049
.027
.010
.045

---.090
-.038
.002
-.066

--.167
.214
.144
.127

---.048
-.037
-.005
-.093

--.012
-.043
-.053
-.012

---.116
-.252
-.254*
-.171*

---.084
-.268
-.329*
-.271

---.141
-.248
-.205
-.222

---.020
-.044
.080
.098
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Table 4.8 (continued)
Reciprocity
Very Low (reference)
Low
Some
High
Very High
Self-efficacy
Very Low (reference)
Low
Some
High
Very High
Value-rational Disposition
Very Low (reference)
Low
Some
High
Very High
Social Network Size
Small: 5 or Less (reference)
Medium: 6 to 15
Large: More than 16)
Social Network Intensity
Low: 5 or Less (reference)
Medium (6 to 15)
High (More than 16)
Sociodemographics
Age
Gender
Male (reference)
Female
Race
White (reference)
Black
Other Race
Religious Preference
No Religious Preference
(reference)
Protestant
Catholic
Jewish
Other Religion

--.172
.244**
.402***
.397***

---.009
.048
.091
.370***

--.060
.126
.157
.185*

--.172
.234**
.442***
.317***

--.137
.212
.250
.086

---.058
-.028
.037
.060

--.209
.321
.382
.107

---.139
-.186
-.005
.071

--.371*
.378
.613**
.234*

--.020
-.074

---.074
.012

--.073
-.049

---.050
.019

---.040
-.067

--.055
.041

-.003

.049

-.008

---.006

---.077

--.073

---.167***
-.046

---.070
.056

---.143**
-.075

---

---

---

-.019
-.034
.026
.017

-.122
-.117
.037
.023

-.049
-.083
.010
-.031
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Table 4.8 (continued)
Education
Less Than High School
(reference)
High School
Junior College
Bachelor Degree
Graduate Degree
Income
Very Low Income: <$15,000
(reference)
Low Income:
$15,000 to $29,999
Moderate Income:
$30,000 to $49,999
High Income
> $50,000
Liberalism
Conservative (reference)
Moderate Liberalism
High Liberalism
Spatial Variables
Region
West (reference)
Northeast
Midwest
South
Urban
Big City (reference)
Suburbs
Constant
Adjusted R2

---

---

---

.083
.102
.143*
.093

-.088
.029
-.010
-.022

.083
.144**
.112
.170**

---

---

---

.005

-.084

.081

-.010

-.069

.048

.060

-.065

.140*

--.079
.064

--.074
.139**

--.102*
-.009

---.077
-.008
.016

---.070
-.010
-.073

--.059
.009
-.096

--.012
4.191**
.346

--.031
6.998***
.251

--.079
-1.031
.215

Race and education were the only sociodemographic variables that were
significant. They were both in the expected direction, with more educated whites
indicating more positive environmental attitudes. Spatial characteristics were not
significant in explaining environmental attitudes of urban residents.
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Model 2 reports statistics for the analysis of environmental concern. Three of
the 20 parameters were statistically significant. As expected, trust in environmental
groups promoted environmental concern. The more trust a respondent placed in these
groups, the more willing he or she was to pay higher prices and higher taxes, and
accept cuts in the standard of living. Respondents with very high reciprocity were
also more willing to pay for environmental protection compared with those who had
very low reciprocity. Liberalism was the only significant sociodemographic indicator.
As expected, very liberal respondents expressed more environmental concern in terms
of willingness to pay for the environment than their conservative counterparts.
The multivariate analysis of environmental behavior of urban residents is
reported in Model 3. Eight of the 20 variables are significant. Trust in business and
industry was significant and in the expected direction. However, as with the
combined urban and rural behavior model, we see smaller coefficients, suggesting
economic conditions may underlie potential to engage in proenvironmental behavior.
Very high reciprocity was also significant and in the expected direction. Respondent
with very high reciprocity were more active than respondents with very low
reciprocity. As in previous models, respondents with high value-rational disposition
(i.e., a sense of duty) engaged in more proenvironmental activities than respondents
with low value-rational disposition.
Trust in radio and television program was significant, but in the opposite
direction. As with trust in the business sector, trust in radio and television was
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inversely related with proenvironmental behavior. Respondents with a lot of trust in
radio and television participated in fewer environmental activities.
Race, education, income, and liberalism were all significant and in the
expected direction. Whites participated in environmental actions more than blacks.
Respondents with more education and higher incomes were also more active.
Moderate liberals reported more proenvironmental behavior than conservatives. It is
noteworthy that the threshold to participate in environmental action in terms of
political views was somewhat lower than it was for willingness to pay for
environmental protection in the form of prices, taxes, and standard of living. More
moderate political views were a significant indicator of environmental behavior,
while more liberal views were a significant indicator for one’s willingness to pay
higher prices and higher taxes, and accept cuts in the standard of living.
Table 4.9 presents the results of the multivariate analysis of rural respondents,
with attention to small town residents (reference category) and people who live in the
countryside. Model 1 includes all of the social capital, sociodemographic, and spatial
parameters used in this study to explain environmental attitudes. Eight of the 20
variables were significant in explaining environmental attitudes of rural respondents.
As expected, respondents with less trust in the business sector had more
proenvironmental attitudes. Respondents with more trust in environmental groups
were also more proenvironmental than those with hardly any trust in these groups.
Respondents with high reciprocity had more positive attitudes than respondents with
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very low reciprocity. Consistent with previous models, people with high self-efficacy
were also more proenvironmental than people with very low self-efficacy.
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Table 4.9

Multivariate Models of Factors Affecting Environmentalism of Rural
Population (Small Town and Countryside)

Social Capital Variables
Trust Business and Industry
Hardly Any (reference)
Not Much
Some
A Lot
Great Deal
Trust Environmental Groups
Hardly Any (reference)
Not Much
Some
A Lot
Great Deal
Trust Government
Hardly Any (reference)
Not Much
Some
A Lot
Great Deal
Trust Newspapers
Hardly Any (reference)
Not Much
Some
A Lot
Great Deal
Trust Radio and TV
Hardly Any (reference)
Not Much
Some
A Lot
Great Deal
Trust Universities
Hardly Any (reference)
Not Much
Some
A Lot
Great Deal

Model 1
Environmental
Attitudes

Model 2
Environmental
Concern

Model 3
Environment
al Behavior

---.231***
-.314***
-.246***
-.093**

---.087
-.099
-.068
-.061

---.096
-.172**
-.027
-.034

--.158*
.483***
.529***
.336***

--.237**
.418***
.527***
.352***

--.197*
.406***
.453***
.341***

---.089
-.074
-.038
-.099

---.050
.008
.024
.059

---.139
-.017
-.088
-.032

--.021
.120
.083
.082

---.030
.093
.089
.239**

---.074
-.007
-.126
.011

---.007
-.070
-.046
.009

--.000
-.052
-.152
-.203**

--.035
-.042
.002
-.085

---.009
-.072
-.035
-.057

---.075
-.190
-.204
-.196

---.111
-.330
-.346
-.316*
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Table 4.9 (continued)
Reciprocity
Very Low (reference)
Low
Some
High
Very High
Self-efficacy
Very Low (reference)
Low
Some
High
Very High
Value-rational Disposition
Very Low (reference)
Low
Some
High
Very High
Social Network Size
Small: 5 or Less (reference)
Medium: 6 to 15
Large: More than 16)
Social Network Intensity
Low: 5 or Less (reference)
Medium (6 to 15)
High (More than 16)
Sociodemographics
Age
Gender
Male (reference)
Female
Race
White (reference)
Black
Other Race
Religious Preference
No Religious Preference
(reference)
Protestant
Catholic
Jewish
Other Religion

--.081
.078
.268**
.299***

---.361***
-.335***
-.268*
-.071

---.011
-.023
.051
.104

--.111
.099
.265***
.214***

--.159*
.197**
.216*
.045

--.052
.092
.153
.096

---.028
.012
.098
-.014

---.189
-.182
-.038
.103

---.045
-.041
-.015
.115

---.002
.073

---.017
.053

--.001
.032

---.086
-.114

---.081
-.170*

--.027
-.057

-.058

-.049

-.032

--.015

---.135***

--.066

---.087**
-.051

---.037
.028

---.014
-.091*

---

---

---

-.213***
-.199***
-.020
-.016

-.054
-.048
.001
-.033

-.123*
-.051
.076*
.004
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Table 4.9 (continued)
Education
Less Than High School
(reference)
High School
Junior College
Bachelor Degree
Graduate Degree
Income
Very Low Income: <$15,000
(reference)
Low Income:
$15,000 to $29,999
Moderate Income:
$30,000 to $49,999
High Income
> $50,000
Liberalism
Conservative (reference)
Moderate Liberalism
High Liberalism
Spatial Variables
Region
West (reference)
Northeast
Midwest
South
Rural
Small Town (reference)
Countryside
Constant
Adjusted R2

---

---

---

.117*
.057
.149***
.002

-.030
-.018
.002
.018

.120*
.080
.138**
.120**

---

---

---

-.066

-.059

.066

.021

-.039

-.041

-.030

-.089

.041

--.059
.089*

--.041
.084

--.014
.111**

---.020
.027
-.003

---.060
-.040
-.091

---.048
-.098
-.143**

--.024
7.632***
.392

--.012
11.215***
.157

--.015
.620
.124

Race, religion, education, and liberalism were significant sociodemographic
indicators of environmental attitudes of rural residents. All were in the expected
direction. Spatial variables were not significant in explaining environmental attitudes
of rural respondents.
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Model 2 reports the results of the multivariate analysis of environmental
concern. Of the 20 variables, seven were significant. Trust in environmental groups
was significant. As in previous models, higher levels of trust in environmental groups
were associated with more willingness to pay for environmental protection. Trust in
newspapers was also significant in the expected direction. Rural respondents with a
great deal of trust in newspapers were more willing to pay for the environment than
respondents with hardly any trust. Self-efficacy was significant, and in the expected
direction. Respondents with higher self-efficacy reported more environmental
concern than respondents with very low self-efficacy.
Several parameters were significant, but not in the expected direction. Trust
in radio and television was significant, but in the opposite direction. Respondents
with a great deal of trust in radio and television were less willing to pay for
environmental protection than people with hardly any trust. Reciprocity was also
significant, but in the opposite direction. Rural respondents with high reciprocity had
less environmental concern than respondents with very low reciprocity. Social
network intensity was significant, but not in the expected direction. Rural respondents
who interacted socially with more than 16 contacts were less environmentally
concerned than those who interacted with five or fewer contacts.
Gender was the only significant sociodemographic indicator, with females
expressing less willingness to pay higher prices and higher taxes, and accept standard
of living cuts than their male counterparts.

170

Model 3 reports the analysis of environmental behavior of rural respondents.
The statistics show that eight of the 20 variables were significant. Trust in business
and industry was significant, but its importance was largely diminished. Trust in
environmental groups was significant and in the expected direction. These were the
only two social capital components that were significant in explaining rural behavior.
Several sociodemographic characteristics were significant. Race was
significant, with whites reporting more proenvironmental behavior than other races.
There was, however, no statistical difference in reported behavior between whites and
blacks. Religion was significant, with Protestants reporting less participation in
environmental activities than respondents with no religious preference. Jewish
respondents reported more environmental behavior than respondents with no religion.
Education and liberalism were significant, and in the expected direction.
One spatial variable was significant in explaining environmental behavior. As
expected, rural respondent in the South were less environmentally active than their
counterparts in the West.
The last stage of the analysis was to compare the urban models with the rural
models. While trust in business and industry is significant in both urban and rural
attitudes models, the statistics show that the importance of trust in the business sector
is stronger in explaining proenvironmental attitudes of rural respondents. Social
norms of reciprocity and self-efficacy were stronger in explaining urban attitudes than
rural attitudes.

171

Race was significant for both models, but it was a stronger indicator for urban
attitudes than for rural attitudes. Religion was not significant in the urban model, but
it was very significant in the rural model. Education was slightly more significant for
rural attitudes, compared with urban attitudes. Liberalism was not significant in the
urban attitudes model, but it was a significant indicator in the rural model.
The environmental concern models showed trust in environmental groups was
significant for both urban and rural respondents. Trust in newspapers was positively
associated with environmental concern of rural respondents, but was not significant
for urban respondents. Trust in radio and television programs was also important for
rural residents, although not in the expected direction. It was not significant for
explaining urban concern.
Reciprocity worked in opposite directions for rural and urban respondents.
Very high reciprocity was positively related to environmental concern of urban
respondents. Rural respondents with higher reciprocity expressed less willingness to
pay for environmental protection than respondents with very low reciprocity. Selfefficacy was important in explaining rural concern, but not urban concern. Network
intensity was also important in explaining willingness to pay for rural residents, but
not urban residents. Of the sociodemographic indicators, liberalism was the only
significant indicator of environmental concern for urban respondents, and gender was
the only significant indicator for rural respondents.
A comparison of the environmental behavior models shows that the
importance of trust in business and industry is diminished for explaining behavior of
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rural residents compared with urban residents. Trust in environmental groups is
significant in explaining rural behavior, but not urban behavior. Very high reciprocity
is significant for the urban model, but reciprocity is not significant for the rural
model. Value-rational disposition is significant for the urban model, but not the rural
model. This suggests that social norms such as reciprocity and a sense of duty are
more important for motivating environmental behavior of urban residents.
Race was significant in both models, but whites were more active than blacks
in the urban model, and more active than other races (not including blacks) in the
rural model. Again, religion was an important indicator in the rural model, but not the
urban model. Education was slightly more important in the urban model than the rural
model. Income was marginally significant in the urban model, but not important in
rural model.
An important finding is that environmental behavior is moderated by region in
the rural model, but not the urban model, with rural Southerners less environmentally
active than their counterparts in the West.
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, AND CONCLUSIONS

Introduction
In this chapter, I summarize the main objectives of this study and the relevant
literature. The chapter also provides a brief summary of the research methods and
analytical strategy used in this study. I then present a summary and discussion of the
findings. The chapter ends with conclusions and policy implications, along with
limitations and directions for future research.

Summary
The main objective of this study was to determine the extent to which social
capital differentially influences environmentalism, net of demographic and economic
characteristics, across rural and urban populations and across geographic regions.
Specifically, the study was designed to test two general hypotheses:
H1:

Social capital is positively related to environmentalism.

H2:

The extent to which social capital promotes environmentalism is
moderated by spatial context.

The hypotheses were derived from the conceptual framework in Figure 5.1.
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Figure 5.1 Detailed Conceptual Model
The model predicts that environmental attitudes, environmental concern, and
environmental behavior are influenced by social capital components of trust in
information sources, social norms, and network characteristics. The ability of
individuals to come together to identify issues, develop common interests, and engage
in collective action hinges on the social and spatial context in which individuals are
situated. A link between social capital and the ability of people to engage in locally175

oriented environmental actions is demonstrated in the literature. It is, however, less
clear whether the influence of social capital on environmentalism is different for rural
and urban populations and between regions. Theoretical concepts in the conceptual
framework were derived from three bodies of literature: (1) environmentalism, (2)
social capital, and (3) spatial context.

Environmentalism
The literature shows that environmentalism is a complex concept. I
conceptualized three dimensions of environmentalism: environmental attitudes,
environmental concern, and environmental behavior. Environmental attitudes were
conceptualized as an ecological worldview based on the New Environmental (or
Ecological) Paradigm (NEP). Catton and Dunlap’s (1978) seminal work on the NEP
expressed a worldview perspective that helped to set a course for early work in
understanding environment-society relationships.
According to Catton and Dunlap, the dominant culture worldview, which they
called

the

Human

Exemptionalism

Paradigm

(HEP),

reflected

a

strong

anthropocentric view of humans “separate from and above the rest of nature.”
Contemporary sociological theory, they argued, is premised on this implicit
assumption that modern, industrialized societies are exempt from ecological
constraints. This assumption blinded the discipline to the emerging environmental
problems of the 1970s, and therefore, a paradigmatic shift toward a worldview that
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highlighted the ecosystem dependence of modern, industrialized societies was
required (Dunlap 2002).
Dunlap and Catton proposed a NEP worldview to bring to light modern,
industrialized society’s dependence on the ecosystem, thus drawing upon
environmental variables “as meaningful for sociological investigation” (1978:44). I
defined environmental attitudes based on Dunlap and Van Liere’s (1978) NEP scale,
which measures beliefs about humanity’s potential to upset the balance of nature, the
existence of limits to growth for human societies, and humanity’s right to dominate
nature.
Typically, environmental attitudes are largely synonymous with the term
environmental concern in empirical literature (Dunlap and Jones 2002). Thus,
environmental concern is a broad concept. It addresses a wide range of topics, from
awareness of environmental problems to support for environmental solutions. This
study makes a distinction between environmental attitudes and environmental
concern. While my study provides a theoretical basis for environmental attitudes, I
follow Stern et al. (1999) in conceptualizing environmental concern as policy
preferences.
Policy studies tend to have a more macro focus that emphasizes
environmental policies and collective action in environmental problems and solutions.
For this study, environmental concern was defined as willingness to pay higher prices
and higher taxes, and accept cuts in the standard of living.
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Environmentally significant behavior also has broad meaning, referring to
several different types of behavior, each with its own causal factors. In particular,
activism is theoretically and empirically distinct from other environmentally
significant support (Stern et al. 1999). Committed public activism is defined in terms
of active, extensive involvement in social movement organizations and measured by
participation in demonstrations and protests (McAdam et al. 1988).
Nonactivist behavior is distinguished from committed activism. Non-activists
provide less intense support to a movement, but their support is nonetheless essential
for movement success (Stern et al. 1999). I draw on Stern et al.’s idea of
environmental citizenship to conceptualize environmental behavior as it relates to
locally-oriented collective action toward the environment. Thus, environmental
behavior is defined as non-activist pro-environmental activities in the public sphere,
such as petitioning on environmental issues, joining, or contributing to environmental
organizations.

Social Capital
Three scholarly traditions provide the intellectual foundation for social capital
perspectives. French sociologist Pierre Bourdieu (1986) and American sociologist
James Coleman (1988) conceived of social capital as a resource for individuals.
Bourdieu’s central interest was in understanding the role of social capital in acquiring
economic resources. He argued that economic resources were embedded in social
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networks, and social capital was created and maintained through group interaction in
order to access economic capital. Coleman focused on social capital as a resource for
social action, emphasizing information channels, social norms (e.g., obligations and
expectations), and trust. According to Coleman’s definition, social capital inheres in
the structure of relations between actors and among actors to facilitate certain actions
of actors (Coleman 1988:S98)
American

political

scientist

Robert

Putnam

(1995a;

2000;

1993)

conceptualized social capital as the collective value of all social networks. Putnam
conceived of social networks in the aggregate, i.e., community ties at the local,
regional, and even national level. He believed attributes of social life, such as
networks, norms, and trust, were important in facilitating civic participation and
collective action.
Although each interpretation of social capital features distinguishing
characteristics, all share some very broad understandings. Generally speaking, social
capital represents valuable resources that are embedded in social interaction and
networks. Social capital is goal-oriented and serves as a social control in establishing
norms and standards (Wall et al. 1998). Social capital can be broadly defined as
access to social resources such as trust, social norms, reciprocity, and information
embedded in social relations that facilitate coordination and cooperation for mutual
benefit (Coleman 1988; Paxton 2002; Putnam 1995a; Putnam 2000; Uslaner and
Brown 2005). Social networks are of central importance to social capital because they
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provide a mechanism for creating and exchanging social resources. Coleman’s
conceptualization of social capital provides a basis for the social capital variables in
this study. Thus, social capital is conceptually defined as trust in information sources,
social norms, and network characteristics.

Spatial Context
Two aspects of spatial context were included in this study: rural or urban
place of residence and geographic region. The rural-urban continuum (RUC) provides
a basis for differentiating rural and urban settings along ecological, occupational, and
sociocultural dimensions. The ecological dimension measures the distribution of
people in a geographic space (i.e., population size and density). The occupational
dimension represents employment patterns and occupational structure. Finally, the
sociocultural dimension reflects shared values and indicates patterns of social
interaction.
Regional variation in environmentalism adds another dimension to
understanding the influence of spatial context on environmentalism. In particular,
lower environmentalism in the South has been associated with the region’s
agricultural base, the persistence of rural attitudes and institutions, and less
cosmopolitan values arising from slower urbanization. The pattern reflects a cultural
value change which is evident in older and newer demographic groups, older and
newer cities, and older and newer regions (Hays 1989). In addition, Hays argues that
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proenvironmental values are related to the proximity of natural amenities, which he
believes

serve

as

“reference

points

for

action,

baselines

from

which

environmentalists” garnered support (Hays 1989:52).

Relationships of Variables
The study examined the extent to which social capital components of trust in
information

sources,

social

norms,

and

network

characteristics

facilitate

environmentalism. Trust in channels of information plays an important role in
shaping environmentalism in terms of environmental awareness. Issue awareness and
an understanding of scientific and public policy innovations are prerequisites for
participation in local environmental decision making (Laurian 2003).
Environmentalism also depends on social norms, as social norms help to
shape people’s perceptions of environmental quality, problems, and solutions. In
particular, self-efficacy conveys a general sense of capacity for effecting one’s life
situation. A value-rational disposition compels one to act from a sense of duty or
honor or for the purpose of some cause. The social norm of reciprocity relates directly
to the public good nature of environmental quality. A feeling of obligation toward the
cause of environmentalism among the public is key to addressing free-rider problems
inherent in public goods because the obligation is not seen as simply a personal
responsibility, but as a civic duty.
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Social capital represents access to resources embedded in social networks.
Networks are formed by patterns of social interaction. Different patterns of
interaction produce different network characteristics. Social networks play a primary
role in the formation of social capital as mechanisms for creating and exchanging
resources that facilitate coordination and cooperation. Specifically, social capital
resources facilitate interaction of diverse people and groups in identifying
environmental interests and coalescing around them with generalized commitments.
The literature links environmentalism with social capital, often under a rubric
of grassroots environmentalism or civic environmentalism (Barkan 2004; George C.
Marshall Institute 2003; Knopman et al. 1999; Landy and Rubin 2001; Parisi et al.
2004; Wakefield et al. 2006). Three types of local grassroots environmental
organizations are commonly found in the literature: single-issue oppositional groups,
environmental justice groups, and deep ecology groups. Preliminary research on
characteristics of local environmental groups suggests these groups are far more
numerous and considerably more diverse than has been reflected in the literature
(Kempton et al. 2001). As defined in this study, civic environmentalism represents a
stream of diversity that is unaccounted for in the way grassroots environmentalism is
usually characterized. Civic environmentalism is a form of social action where
citizens come together to solve local environmental problems, with emphasis given to
the relationship between citizenship, environment, and community. The environment
is seen as “an essential aspect of public life” (George C. Marshall Institute 2003).
When citizens make commitments and assume responsibility for the natural
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environment in the same manner as they do for community schools and public safety,
it encourages a broader conceptualization of self-interest that values the public good
of environmental quality (Landy and Rubin 2001).
Spatial context also influences the capacity for individuals to come together to
identify issues, develop common interests, and engage in proenvironmental collective
action. While it is important to keep in mind the diversity of rural communities,
spatial context generally suggests different industrial bases, different environmental
problems, and different patterns of social interaction. In terms of the impact of ruralurban context on social capital, the occupational structure of rural economies tends to
be less diverse, less skilled, and less integrated into extra-local networks. At the same
time, rural economies are more likely to be comprised of rigid networks and hold
positions of dependence, limiting their access to external resources. Rurality itself,
along with inequality and exploitation are barriers to collective action (Wilkinson
1991).
Spatial context may also be conceived in terms of regional variation. Strong
environmentalism in the West and low environmental values in the South suggest
social structural differences that are linked to political histories and traditional
urbanization patterns. Hays and Tarr (1998) associate low environmentalism in the
South with the region’s agricultural base and traditional values and institutions. They
contrast the development of environmental trends in the West, noting the considerable
strength and influence environmental objectives have had in reshaping public
attitudes. An influx of new residents with proenvironmental attitudes has evolved into
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an “indigenous environmental constituency” of local and statewide groups. These
groups are able to act collectively in working with federal agencies and in challenging
the old extractive industrial base by redefining natural resources as more than
material commodities alone. The researchers conclude that a “New Environmental
West” has emerged in which the environment itself is a natural resource. That is, the
environment is a public good, and environmental quality is valued for its potential to
enhance individual and regional standards of living.
I take Hays’ concept of “indigenous environmental constituency” to mean a
regionally-based alliance of sorts that is unified by culture and place, although I could
not find a definition of this term. Whatever his precise meaning, Hays is certainly
speaking to something very similar to the local attachment that people feel when
engaging in grassroots and civic environmentalism.
The literature indicates that social capital should operate net of demographic
characteristics. Research shows that participants in large national environmental
organizations typically have above-average socioeconomic status with higher
education, income, and occupational prestige. Organization members are generally
younger, white, and male. While involvement in the movement may be limited to
particular segments of the population, support for the goals of the Environmental
Movement are widely dispersed throughout most segments of society (Mertig et al.
2002).
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Methods
Each of the concepts in the conceptual framework was operationalized using
data from the General Social Survey Environment II Module conducted in 2000. This
data source was selected for two reasons. First, the module includes the most recent
data available on measures of environmentalism as defined in this study. Second, my
research focus was to understand implications of social capital in facilitating civic
environmentalism in the United States, a phenomenon that was just beginning to
emerge in the 1990s.
The dependent variable was environmentalism. Drawing upon current
theoretical

frameworks,

environmentalism

was

conceptualized

along

three

dimensions: environmental attitudes, environmental concern, and environmental
behavior. Each dimension was analyzed separately. Environmental attitudes were
conceptualized as an ecological worldview based on the New Ecological Paradigm.
Attitudes were operationalized as a composite measure based on three indicators
which measured beliefs about limits to growth, the balance of nature, and human
dominion. Environmental concern was conceptualized in terms of policy preferences,
and was also operationalized as a composite measure, using willingness to pay higher
prices, willingness to pay higher taxes, and willingness to accept cuts in the standard
of living as indicators. Environmental behavior was conceptualized as non-activist
proenvironmental public actions. Again, a composite measure was constructed using
three indicators: environmental group membership, signing a petition about an
environmental issue, and contributing money to an environmental organization.
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The study included three sets of independent variables: socioeconomic
variables, social capital indicators, and spatial context to explain environmentalism.
Socioeconomic indicators related to environmentalism included age, gender, race,
religion, education, income, and political views (conservative, moderate, liberal).
These indicators generally support Inglehart’s post-materialist thesis which argues
that environmental values reflect a cultural shift brought about by economic,
technological, and socio-political transformations that have elevated post-industrial
societies to a desire for higher-order needs (i.e., a higher quality of life).
Based on Coleman’s social capital perspective, social capital was conceptually
defined as trust in information channels, social norms, and network characteristics.
Trust was operationalized as trust in six different information sources to provide
information on pollution: business and industry, environmental groups, government,
newspapers, radio and television, and university research centers. Social norms were
operationalized using measures of reciprocity, self-efficacy, and value-rational
disposition (sense of duty). Social networks were operationalized using two network
characteristics: size and intensity. Size was the number of contacts and intensity was a
measure of face-to-face interaction.
Spatial context was conceptualized as rural or urban place of residence and as
geographic region. The rural-urban continuum (RUC) provides a basis for
differentiating rural and urban settings. Rural residence was operationalized as small
town and farm or countryside residence. Urban was operationalized as living in a big
city or the suburbs.
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Regional variation in environmentalism was based on the notion of a “New
Environmental West” in which the environment is valued as a public good (Hays and
Tarr 1998) in contrast with low environmental values in the South. Geographic region
was operationalized as four primary Census regions (Northeast, Midwest, South
Atlantic, and West).
The statistical analysis began with a factor analysis to examine the composite
measures of the different dimensions of environmentalism in terms of environmental
attitudes, environmental concern, and environmental behavior. The analysis
confirmed that indeed environmentalism is a complex and multi-dimensional concept.
Thus, multiple indicators are required to capture the range of meaning of the concept
of environmentalism. Specifically, the analysis showed that the items used to measure
environmental attitudes and environmental concern were strong indicators. In
contrast, the behavior items were not as strong. This is one of the limitations of the
study.
The next stage of the analysis was to calculate and report descriptive statistics
to provide a summary of the sample’s characteristics. Then, I performed bivariate
analyses for each measure of environmentalism and its correlates. The last stage of
the analysis was to estimate multivariate models and test the hypotheses.
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Summary: Results
The research focus was to examine the extent to which three key components
of social capital and two aspects of spatial context promote environmentalism. Social
capital was defined as resources that reside within individuals and are embedded in
social relations. In general, trust in two information sources and all three social norms
were significant indicators for most of the environmentalism indexes. Network
characteristics were statistically significant in a few models. The social capital
variables were operationalized as dummy variables, each representing the degree to
which an attribute (e.g., trust) was present. This was done to identify whether an
attribute was significantly related to environmentalism, and at what level it became
significant. In many cases, when a significant relationship between a component of
social capital and a dimension of environmentalism was present, the relationship
became stronger as the level of the social capital variable increased. For example,
trust in environmental groups was significant for respondents with “not much” trust in
environmental groups and the parameter estimate increased for respondents who
reported “some” or “ a lot” of trust in these groups (Table 4.5), such that higher levels
of trust indicated more proenvironmentalism. Using dummy variables, therefore,
provided a better analytical strategy for examining the relationship between social
capital and environmentalism.
The most relevant finding of the study was that the influence of social capital
on the various aspects of environmentalism is inconsistent. The only social capital
parameters that presented a high degree of consistency across each dimension of
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environmentalism were two items that measured trust in information sources to
provide correct information on the causes of pollution. These items were trust in the
business sector and trust in environmental groups. Regardless of which aspect of
environmentalism was under study, trust in business and industry was negatively
related with it. Respondents with hardly any trust in the business sector had more
proenvironmental attitudes, concern, and behavior than respondents with more trust.
On the other hand, respondent’s trust in environmental groups to provide information
had a consistent positive effect, with more trust associated with more positive
attitudes, concern, and behavior.
The

relationships

between

these

two

information

sources

and

environmentalism suggest environmental quality is perceived by some people more or
less as a commodity and by others as a public good. That is, people who trust the
business sector to provide information about the environment regard the environment
as an item for consumption. People who trust information generated by environmental
groups view the environment more broadly, in the context of its importance for
individual and societal well-being.
The analysis also shows that individual level social capital has an independent
effect on environmentalism. For the combined rural and urban population models,
social capital parameters explained more than 35 percent of environmental attitudes,
almost 20 percent of environmental concern, and 11 percent of environmental
behavior.
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As expected from the literature, this study found that individual background
and characteristics were also important in explaining environmentalism. Race,
education, and liberalism were consistent indicators for environmental attitudes and
behavior. Gender and liberalism were important indicators for environmental
concern, as measured by willingness to pay for environmental quality.
Finally, the study found that spatial context, in general, does not impact the
effect of social capital on environmentalism. One geographic region was significant
in the full model for environmental behavior, with Southerners reporting less
proenvironmental behavior than respondents in the West. Regional influence may be
explained in terms of how the environment is valued. The South values the
environment in terms of natural resources used in production and consumption
activities (e.g., agriculture, forestry, and hunting). On the other hand, the environment
is valued more for recreational purposes in the West (e.g., viewscapes, skiing, hiking,
and rafting). Natural amenities in the western region not only provide recreational
opportunities, but Hays (1989) suggests that they also provide a focal point for civic
engagement.
The second part of the analysis allowed for a closer examination of the
regional influence. A comparison of the rural and urban populations revealed that a
regional difference between the South and the West was evident in the rural behavior
model, but not the urban behavior model. Specifically, rural residents in the South
reported fewer proenvironmental behaviors, such as petitioning on environmental
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issues, joining, or contributing to environmental organizations, compared with their
Western counterparts.
One plausible explanation is that the rural South’s industrial structure, poor
socioeconomic conditions, and high concentration of poverty engender more of a
business model approach to the environment, in which environmental quality is
considered a commodity. People who live in resource dependent communities are
likely to value the environment more for its production potential than for its
contribution to quality of life. At the same time, rural Southerners confront equity
issues. Yet, as reported in the environmental justice literature, they often do not have
the resources to act in their interests. Rural Westerns, on the other hand, have adopted
a notion of environmental quality as a public good, and have rallied broad public
support for environmental quality.

Discussion and Conclusions
This study provides direct evidence that social capital matters in promoting
environmentalism. The trust component is especially important in terms of
consistency for all three dimensions of environmentalism. The other social capital
components matter, but they are not as consistent. For example, self-efficacy was a
significant indicator in almost all of the environmental attitudes and environmental
concern models, but only in one of the behavior models. Reciprocity was positive in
the rural attitudes model, but negative in the rural concern model. The social norms of
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reciprocity and a sense of duty were important for explaining environmental behavior
of urban residents, but not rural residents.
Geographic region was not a significant indicator for environmental attitudes
or environmental concern. This is consistent with the literature, as proenvironmental
attitudes are widely diffused throughout most segments of the population. For
example, Kempton, et al. (1995:220) found that most Americans share a common set
of environmental beliefs and values framed in terms of a “cultural consensus.”
Social capital indicators were better at explaining environmental attitudes than
environmental concern or environmental behavior. This is also consistent with the
literature, as research on the determinants of environmental behavior is less
developed. Kempton et al. (1995:220) pointedly ask, “if American environmental
values are so pervasive and strong, why is there not more environmental action?” The
researchers submit some examples of ways that physical infrastructure facilitates
proenvironmental behavior (e.g., bike paths, recycling programs). Their question is
based on an implicit assumption that attitudes predict behavior. If this were true, the
social capital variables would have had a consistent influence on all three dimensions
of environmentalism. However, attitudes are generally weak predictors of behavior.
Research suggests that the attitude-behavior association is mediated by contextual
factors. When contextual factors are neutral, the association between attitudes and
behavior is the strongest. When contextual forces are influential in either compelling
or prohibiting a particular behavior, the association between attitudes and behavior
diminishes (Stern 2000).
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It is not surprising that environmental attitudes are similar across various
segments of the population, as attitudes are based on shared values. The findings here
suggest that the disconnection between environmental attitudes and environmental
behavior is a consequence of the different factors that drive them. Specifically, it
takes more than shared values to mobilize in support of the environment and engage
in environmental behavior. Kempton et.al (1995) highlight the importance of physical
infrastructure. As this study shows, social and spatial context are also important.
This study provides confirmation that the extent to which social capital
influences environmentalism is moderated by spatial context in another respect. Trust
in business and industry was significant and in the expected direction for all the
models. The social capital model in the first analysis reported a strong negative
relationship between trust in business and industry and environmental behavior
(Table 4.7). When spatial context was included (the full model), the business and
industry trust coefficients remained significant but decreased, suggesting that local
economic conditions may underlie the potential to engage in proenvironmental
behavior.
A comparison of the rural and urban behavior models indicated there were
differences in the influence of trust in the business sector for these two populations.
The association was weaker for the rural model than for the urban model. There were
only two significant indicators for rural behavior: trust in business and industry and
trust in environmental groups. Not only did trust in the business sector exhibit a
stronger relationship with urban behavior, but urban behavior was also associated
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with two social norms. This suggests that various social capital components act in
combination. In particular, civic engagement toward the environment may be
predicated on the presence of social norms in order for trust in information sources to
sway behavior.
Another possible explanation for the rural-urban differences in trust in the
business sector is that there are differences in rural and urban industrial bases. Rural
economies that are dominated by extractive industries have a more controlling
interest in an individual’s well-being. Workers who are tied to extractive industries
have more incentive to protect their livelihood and economic security than to protect
the environment.
The analysis of environmentalism and social capital links long-term
environmental quality with the ability of local citizens to engage in collective action.
When an emphasis is placed on the business sector, we can expect less environmental
quality because the environment becomes just one factor among many in the
production process. While top-down government regulation is necessary, it is not
sufficient (Sabatier et al. 2005). Although it is likely that environmental regulation
will continue at the national level, greater emphasis will be placed on local level
participation in protecting and improving environmental quality (Gill and Miller
1997).
To move beyond the business enterprise model and the perception of the
environment as a commodity we need policies that promote the environment as a
public good. Developing policies to encourage and enhance social capital is a strategy
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toward this end. Several social capital components have universal meaning across
demographic groups in terms of their influence on environmental attitudes and
concern. As Newman and Dale (2005) suggest, focusing policy on the local social
structure has potential to encourage local agency, i.e., capacity to initiate action. They
recommend strategies that promote new information sources and facilitate linkages
between various groups and levels of government. It is important to note that trust in
information generated by governmental departments was not significantly related to
any dimension of environmentalism, in any of the models. Parisi et al. (2004:108)
also point to investments in social capital as “a viable strategy to promote civicallybased environmental initiatives.” Long-term environmental quality depends not only
on national-level regulation, but also on local citizens participating and actively
involved in preserving, maintaining, and protecting the environment.

Limitations
This study is not without limitations. First, it is not a causal effect model. The
study used a cross-sectional design so it was unable to study change. A longitudinal
study would allow for causal analysis. In particular, a cohort design would be an
improvement. Such a design would isolate period effects and the role of historical
context, as well as identify trends.
Second, the rural-urban dichotomy is overly simplistic. Rural communities are
very diverse in terms of their socioeconomic characteristics, as well as their
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environmental conditions. In addition, there is not a direct measure of the effects of
place-level characteristics such as community efficacy, income distribution, and
population density. Both of these factors are especially important in terms of policy
recommendations. Place-level characteristics determine whether people and groups
come together to identify common interests and coalesce around them for collective
action. Communities that are prone to engage in collective action are in a better
position to engage in civic environmentalism, provided the issue of environmental
quality is framed effectively.
The study is limited in measuring the complexity of environmentalism,
especially the behavioral dimension. Environmental behavior was measured using
three items on non-activist public behavior (petitioning on environmental issues,
joining, or contributing to environmental organizations). These items do not reflect
the vast range of environmental behavior. First, the study did not include
environmental behavior in the private sphere. Individual consumers, as well as
businesses, make choices regarding the products and services they purchase that have
environmental impacts. Second, environmental activism (demonstrating on
environmental issues) was not included. For the scope of this research, however, the
behavior measure delineates crucial fundamentals of organizing, and is therefore,
useful in the analysis of collective action.
Finally, this study is descriptive in nature. Findings indicate that net of all
other factors, social capital helps to explain environmentalism. It is not clear from this
analysis whether social capital leads to environmentalism or whether the issue of
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environmental quality leads to the development of social capital. Some specific issue
underlies any form of civic engagement. What brings people together is how the issue
is framed.
Civic environmentalism frames the issue of environmental quality around the
belief that the environment is a public good. From this perspective, it is the
responsibility of citizens to come together to ensure that environmental quality is
maintained, if not improved, for the present generation, as well those to come. This
individual responsibility toward the environment is a focal point and principal
concept of sustainability. The critical issue of sustainability is not the state’s role in
protecting environmental quality, but rather civic responsibility.
Future studies should place greater emphasis on measures that capture the
complexity of environmental behavior. Petitioning on environmental issues, joining,
or contributing to environmental organizations are clearly significant public
environmental actions. One question is whether these activities encompass the full
range of proenvironmental behavior in the public sphere. How do people define
organizations as “environmental”? To what extent do other local organizations
engage in environmental issues?
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